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URS 

May 6, 2010 

Ms. Alicia Newberry 
Florida Natura l Areas Inventory 
101 8 Thomasville Road, Suite 200-C 
Tallahassee, FL 32303 

Re: 	 Fort Hamer Bridge, Manatee County, Florida 
URS Project No.: 12009385 
Element Occurrence Information Request 
Township 34 South, Range 19 East, Sections 5, 8, 17, 19, 20, 29, and 30 

Dear Ms. NewbeiTy: 

URS Corporation Southern has been contracted by Manatee County to conduct an 
environmental assessment of a proposed bridge con·idor across the Manatee River at Fo1t 
Hamer Road. The study area extends along the Upper Manatee River Road on the south 
side of the river to Fort Hamer Road on the north side of the 1iver, in Manatee County, 
F lorida (see attached location map). 

In order to better assess potential impacts associated with the proposed proj ec t, we are 
asking for any pe1tinent information on wi ldli fe habitat and state and federally li sted 
species or candidate species that may occur within one mile of the project area shown on 
the attached map. In addition, please provide any information on wood stork rookeri es 
that may occur within a 15-mile radius of the proposed project. 

We appreciate your assistance with this request. If you have any questions, need 
additional information , or would like to di scuss thi s request, please call me at (813) 675­
6631 or email me at Terry_Cartwright@URSCorp.com. 

Sincerely, 

URS Corporation Southern 

/~,, CM/} 
Terry Cartwright 

Enclosure 

cc : 	 Daren Carriere, URS 

URS Corporation 

7650 West Courtney 

Cam pbe ll Causeway 

Tam pa, FL 33607-1462 

Tel: 813.286.1711 

Fax: 813.287.8591 
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URS 

May 6, 2010 

Ms. MaryAnn Poole 
Director of the Office of Policy and Stakeholder Coordin atio n 
Florida Fis h and Wildlife Conservation Commiss ion 
2574 Seagate Drive, Suite 250 
Tallahassee, FL 32399 

Re : 	 Fort Hamer Bridge, Manatee County , Florida 
URS Project No.: 12009385 
Protected Species Information Request 
Township 34 South, Range 19 East, Sections 5, 8, 17, 19, 20, 29, and 30 

Dear Ms. Poole: 

URS Corporation Southern has been contracted by Man atee County to conduct an 
environmental assessment of a proposed bridge corridor across the Manatee River at Fort 
Hamer Road. The study area extends along the Upper Manatee River Road on the so uth 
side of the river to Fort H amer Road on the north side of the river, in Manatee County , 
Flori da (see attached location map). 

In order to better assess potential impacts associated with the proposed project, we are 
asking fo r an y pertinent information on state li sted spec ies and documented bald eagle 
nest sites that may occ ur within one mile of the project area shown on the a ttac hed map. 

We appreciate your assistance with thi s request. If you have any question s, need 
additi onal info rmation, or would like to di scuss this request, pl ease call me at (813) 675 ­
6631 or e mail me at Ten·y_Cartwri ght @URSCorp.com. 

Sincere ly , 

URS Corporation Southern 

~~~t ~ 
Terry 2 twri ght 

Enclosure 

cc : 	 Daren Carri ere, URS 

URS Corporation 

7650 West Courtney 

Campbell Causeway 

Tampa, FL 33607-1462 

Tel: 813.286.1711 

Fax: 813.287 .8591 
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URS 

May 6, 2010 

Mr. Todd Mecklenborg 
Fish and Wildlife Biologist 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
600 Fourth Street South 
St. Petersburg, FL 33701 

Re: Fort Hamer Bridge, Manatee County, Florida 
URS Project No.: 12009385 
Protected Species Information Request 
Township 34 South, Range 19 East, Sections 5, 8, 17, 19, 20, 29, and 30 

Dear Mr. Mecklenborg: 

URS Corporation Southern has been contracted by Manatee County to conduct an 
environmental assess ment of a proposed bridge corridor across the Manatee River at Fort 
Hamer Road. The study area extends along the Upper Manatee River Road on the south 
side of the river to Fort Hamer Road on the north side of the river, in Manatee County, 
Florida (see attached location map). 

In order to better assess potential impacts associated with the proposed project, we are 
asking for any pertinent information on wildlife habitat and federally listed species or 
candidate species that may occur within one mile of the project area shown on the 
attached map. In addition, please provide any information on wood stork rookeries that 
may occur within a 15-mile radius of the proposed proj ect. 

We appreciate your assistance with this request. If you have any questions, need 
additional information, or would like to discuss this request , please call me at (813) 675­
6631 or email me at Terry_Cartwright@URSCorp.com . 

Sincerely, 

URS Corporation Southern 

/Aj c;.~ 
Terry Cartwri g: ?F 

E nclosure 

cc: Daren Carriere, URS 

URS Corporation 
7650 West Courtney 
Campbell Causeway 
Tampa, FL 33607-1462 
Tel: 813.286.1711 
Fax: 813.287.8591 
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May 26, 2010 

Mr. Terry Cartwright 
URS Corporation 
7650 W. Courtney Campbell Causeway 
Tampa, Florida 33607-1462 

Dear Mr. Cartwright: 

This letter is in response to your request for listed species occurrence 
records and critical habitats for your project (URS No. 12009385) located 
in Manatee County, Florida.  Records from The Florida Fish and Wildlife 
Conservation Commission’s database indicate that listed species 
occurrence data are located within or adjacent to the project area. 
Enclosed are 8.5 x 11 maps showing listed species locations, SHCA’s for 
the short-tailed kite and Cooper’s hawk, prioritized SHCA’s, species 
richness, priority wetlands for listed species, and land cover for the project 
area. 

This letter and attachments should not be considered as a review or an 
assessment of the impact upon threatened or endangered species of the 
project site. It provides FWC’s most current data regarding the location of 
listed species and their associated habitats. 

Our SHCA recommendations are intended to be used as a guide. Land 
development and ownership in Florida is ever-changing and priority areas 
identified as SHCA might already have been significantly altered due to 
development or acquired into public ownership. Onsite surveys, literature 
reviews, and coordination with FWC biologists remain essential steps in 
documenting the presence or absence of rare and imperiled species and 
habitats within the project area. 

Our fish and wildlife location data represents only those occurrences 
recorded by FWC staff and other affiliated researchers.  It is important to 
understand that our database does not necessarily contain records of all 
listed species that may occur in a given area.  Also, data on certain 
species, such as gopher tortoises, are not entered into our database on a 
site-specific basis. Therefore, one should not assume that an 
absence of occurrences in our database indicates that species of 
significance do not occur in the area. 
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The Florida Natural Areas Inventory (FNAI) maintains a separate 
database of listed plant and wildlife species, please contact FNAI directly 
for specific information on the location of element occurrences within the 
project area. Because FNAI is funded to provide information to public 
agencies only, you may be required to pay a fee for this information.  
County-wide listed species information can be located at their website 
(http://www.fnai.org). 

Please credit the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission in 
any publication or presentation of these data.  If you have any questions 
or further requests, please contact me at (850) 488-0588 or 
gisrequests@myfwc.com. 

Sincerely,

 Jan Stearns 
Staff Assistant 

js 
2010_5524 
Enclosures 
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Strategic Habitat Conservation Areas
 

URS Project No.: 12009385
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Prioritized SHCA's
 

URS Project No.: 12009385
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The prioritized SHCA map identifies 5 classes of SHCA 
based upon Heritage ranking criteria developed by The 
Nature Conservancy, the Natural  Heritage Program 
Network, and the Florida Natural Areas Inventory.  There 
are 2 possible ranks used to prioritize a species’ SHCA: 
1) the global rank based on a species worldwide status, 
and 2) the state rank based upon the species status in 
Florida. The state and global ranks are based upon many 
factors such as known occurrence locations, estimated 
abundance, range, amount of habitat currently protected, 
perceived levels of threats towards the species, and 
ecological fragility. 2010_5524 
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Species Richness
 

URS Project No.: 12009385
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Priority Wetlands
 

URS Project No.: 12009385
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Florida Land Cover - 2003 
URS Project No.:12009385 
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Commander (dpb) 909 SE 1st Ave (Suite 432) 
Seventh Coast Guard District Miami, FL 33131-3050 

Staff Symbol: dpb 
Phone: 305-415-67 49 
Fax: 305-415-6763 
Email: randall.d.overton@uscg.mil 

16475/3889 
1932 
July 20, 2010 

Ms. Linda Walker, Deputy Field Supervisor 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
7915 Baymeadows Way, Suite 200 
Jacksonville, FL 32256~7517 

Re: Invitation to be a Cooperating Agency on an Environmental Impact Statement for the 
proposed Fort Hamer Bridge across the Manatee River, Manatee County, Florida. 

Dear Ms. Walker: 

The United States Coast Guard (USCG), in conjunction with Manatee County (County), is 
preparing an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed Fort Hamer Bridge across 
the Manatee River, Manatee County, Florida. In accordance with 40 CFR 1501.6, the Council 
on Environmental Quality's (CEQ) Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provision of 
the National Environmental Policy Act, we are requesting you be a Cooperating Agency on this 
environmental document. This request is based on your Protected Resources and Habitat 
Conservation Jurisdiction. Designation as a Cooperating Agency does not imply that your 
agency supports the proposed project. 

The proposed bridge crossing is a priority project in the Financially Feasible Plan of the 
Sarasota~Manatee Metropolitan Planning Organization's (SMMPO) 2030 Long Range 
Transportation Plan. The project's Web site is http://www.forthamerbridge.com. According to 
the SMMPO, the proposed bridge is needed to provide an alternate north/south route to the east 
oflnterstate Highway 75 (1- 75) and enhance emergency service access .to northeast Manatee 
County. Further, a new bridge will serve to improve the level ·of service to the existing network 
of north Manatee County roadways as development expands through the Parrish area and 
northward in Manatee County. The proposed location tor the Fort Hamer Bridge is in northeast 
Manatee County adjacent to Fort Hamer Park and will connect Fort Hamer Road and Upper 
Manatee River Road. Alternatives under consideration include: ( 1) Taking no action; and (2) 
various build alternatives that satisfy the purpose and need. Build alternatives may include low, 
mid, and high-level fixed bridges, alternatives to the east, west and center of the project corridor, 
and other alternatives that may result from the scoping process. We are requesting your 
comments on environmental concerns that you may have related to a new bridge in northeast 
Manatee County. This includes suggesting analyses and methodologies for usc in the EIS or 
possible sources ofdata or information we should consider. 
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16475/3889 
July 20, 2010 

Your agency's involvement as a Cooperating Agency should entail those areas under its 
jurisdiction. Responsibilities of a Cooperating Agency include: 

• 	 Participation in the NEPA scoping and environmental review process at the earliest 
possible time. 

• 	 Providing comments on the project's purpose and need, goals and objectives, 

methodologies, and range of alternatives. 


• 	 Assisting in the development of a project coordination plan, Including a project schedule. 
• 	 Providing (on request of the lead agency) information and assisting with the preparation 

of environmental analyses including portions ofthe NEPA documents relevant to your 
agencies jurisdiction or area of special expertise. 

• 	 Providing staff support at the lead agency's request to enhance the latter's 

interdisciplinary capability. 


• 	 Identifying, a~ early as practicable, any issues that could substantially delay or prevent an 
agency from granting a permit or other approval that is needed for the transportation 
project. '. 

In response to a lead agency's request for assistance in preparing an environmental impact 
statement, a Cooperating Agency may reply that other program commitments preclude any 
involvement or their degree of involvement. 

As a Cooperating Agency, you should expect the NEPA document to enable you to discharge 
your jurisdictional responsibilities. Likewise, you have the obligation to tell us if, at any point in 
the process, your agency's requirements are not being met. We expect that, at the end of the 
NEPA process, the Environmental Impact Statement will satisfy your NEP A requirements 
including those related to project alternatives, environmental consequences and mitigation. 
Further, we intend to utilize the Environmental Impact Statement and our subsequent Record of 
Decision as our decision-making documents. 

We look forward to your response to our request for your agency to be a Cooperating Agency 
and to working with you on this project. The favor of a reply is requested by 12 August 201 0. If 
you have any questions or would like to discuss in more detail the project or our agencies' 
respective roles and responsibilities during the preparation of this Environmental Impact 
Statement, please contact Randall D. Overton, USCG, Federal Permit Agent, at 
randall.d.overton@uscg.mil or 305-415-6749. 

Thank you for your cooperation and interest in this project. 

GON 
i ector, 
.S. Coast uard 

i. rict Bridge Program 
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U.S. Department o~·
Homeland Security ·= Commander (dpb) 

Seventh Coast Guard District 
909 SE 1st Ave (Suite 432) 
Miami, FL 33131-3050 
Staff Symbol: dpb 

United States 
Coast Guard 

Phone: 305-415-6749 
Fax: 305-415-6763 
Email: randall.d.overton@uscg.mil 

16475/3889 
1932 
July 20, 2010 

David Rydene, Ph.D. 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
Southeast Regional Office 
263 13th A venue South 
St. Petersburg, FL 33701 

Re: Invitation to be a Cooperating Agency on an Environmental Impact Statement for the 
proposed Fort Hamer Bridge across the Manatee River, Manatee County, Florida. 

Dear Doctor Rydene: 

The United States Coast Guard (USCG), in conjunction with Manatee County (County), is 
preparing an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed Fort Hamer Bridge across 
the Manatee River, Manatee County, Florida. In accordance with 40 CFR 1501.6, the Council 
on Environmental Quality's (CEQ) Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provision of 
the National Environmental Policy Act, we are requesting you be a Cooperating Agency on this 
environmental document. This request is based on your Protected Resources and Habitat 
Conservation Jurisdiction. Designation as a Cooperating Agency does not imply that your 
agency supports the proposed project. 

The proposed bridge crossing is a priority project in the Financially Feasible Plan of the 
Sarasota-Manatee Metropolitan Planning Organization's (SMMPO) 2030 Long Range 
Transportation Plan. The project's Web site is http://www.fOrthamerbridge.com. According to 
the SMMPO, the proposed bridge is needed to provide an alternate north/south route to the east 
of Interstate Highway 75 (1-75) and enhance emergency service access to northeast Manatee 
County. Further, a new bridge will serve to improve the level of service to the existing network 
of north Manatee County roadways as development expands through the Parrish area and 
northward in Manatee County. The proposed location for the Fort Hamer Bridge is in northeast 
Manatee County adjacent to Fort Hamer Park and will connect Fort Hamer Road and Upper 
Manatee River Road. Alternatives under consideration include: (1) Taking no action; and (2) 
various build alternatives that satisfy the purpose and need. Build alternatives may include low, 
mid, and high-level fixed bridges, alternatives to the east, west and center of the project corridor, 
and other alternatives that may result from the scoping process. We are requesting your 
comments on environmental concerns that you may have related to a new bridge in northeast 
Manatee County. This includes suggesting analyses and methodologies for use in the EIS or 
possible sources of data or information we should consider. 
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16475/3889 
July 20, 2010 

Your agency's involvement as a Cooperating Agency should entail those areas under its 
jurisdiction. Responsibilities of a Cooperating Agency include: 

• 	 Participation in the NEP A scoping and environmental review process at the earliest 
possible time. 

• 	 Providing comments on the project's purpose and need, goals and objectives, 

methodologies, and range of alternatives. 


• 	 Assisting in the development of a project coordination plan, including a project schedule. 
• 	 Providing (on request of the lead agency) information and assisting with the preparation 

of environmental analyses including portions of the NEPA documents relevant to your 
agencies jurisdiction or area of special expertise. 

• 	 Providing staff support at the lead agency's request to enhance the latter's 

interdisciplinary capability. 


• 	 Identifying, ai< early as practicable, any issues that could substantially delay or prevent an 
agency from granting a permit or other approval that is needed for the transportation 
project. 

In response to a lead agency's request for assistance in preparing an environmental impact 
statement, a Cooperating Agency may reply that other program commitments preclude any 
involvement or their degree of involvement. 

As a Cooperating Agency, you should expect the NEP A document to enable you to discharge 
your jurisdictional responsibilities. Likewise, you have the obligation to tell us if, at any point in 
the process, your agency's requirements are not being met. We expect that, at the end of the 
NEPA process, the Environmental Impact Statement will satisfy your NEP A requirements 
including those related to project alternatives, environmental consequences and mitigation. 
Further, we intend to utilize the Environmental Impact Statement and our subsequent Record of 
Decision as our decision-making documents. 

We look forward to your response to our request for your agency to be a Cooperating Agency 
and to working with you on this project. The favor of a reply is requested by 12 August 2010. If 
you have any questions or would like to discuss in more detail the project or our agencies' 
respective roles and responsibilities during the preparation of this Environmental Impact 
Statement, please contact Randall D. Overton, USCG, Federal Permit Agent, at 
randall.d.overton@uscg.mil or 305-415-67 49. 

Thank you for your cooperation and interest in this pro.· 
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U.S. Department o~·Homeland Security • 
Commander (dpb) 
Seventh Coast Guard District 

909 SE 1st Ave (Suite 432) 
Miami, FL 33131-3050 
Staff Symbol: dpb 

United States 
Coast Guard 

· Phone: 305-415-6749 
Fax: 305-415·6763 
Email: randall.d.overton@uscg.mil 

16475/3889 
1932 
July 20, 20 l 0 

Mr. David Bernhart Assistant Administrator 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
Protected Resources Division 
263 13th A venue South 
St. Petersburg, FL 33701 

Re: Invitation to be a Cooperating Agency on an Environmental Impact Statement for the 
proposed Fort Hamer Bridge across the Manatee River, Manatee County, Florida. 

Dear Mr. Bernhart: 

The United States Coast Guard (USCG), in conjunction with Manatee County (County), is 
preparing an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed Fort Hamer Bridge across 
the Manatee River, Manatee County, Florida. In accordance with 40 CFR 1501.6, the Council 
on Environmental Quality's (CEQ) Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provision of 
the National Environmental Policy Act, we are requesting you be a Cooperating Agency on this 
environmental document. This request is based on your Protected Resources and Habitat 
Conservation Jurisdiction. Designation as a Cooperating Agency does not imply that your 
agency supports the proposed project. 

The proposed bridge crossing is a priority project in the Financially Feasible Plan of the 
Sarasota" Manatee Metropolitan Planning Organization's (SMMPO) 2030 Long Range 
Transportation Plan. The project's Web site is http://www.torthamerbridge.com. According to 
the SMMPO, the proposed bridge is needed to provide an alternate north/south route to the east 
oflnterstate Highway 75 (I-75) and enhance emergency service access to northeast Manatee 
County. Further, a new bridge will serve to improve the level of service to the existing network 
ofnorth Manatee County roadways as development expands through the Parrish area and 
northward in Manatee County. The proposed location for the Fort Hamer Bridge is in northeast 
Manatee County adjacent to Fort Hamer Park and will connect Fort Hamer Road and Upper 
Manatee River Road. Alternatives under consideration include: (1) Taking no action; and (2) 
various build alternatives that satisfy the purpose and need. Build alternatives may include low, 
mid, and high-level fixed bridges, alternatives to the east, west and center of the project corridor, 
and other alternatives that may result from the scoping process. We are requesting your 
comments on environmental concerns that you may have related to a new bridge in northeast 
Manatee County. This includes suggesting analyses and methodologies for use in the EIS or 
possible sources of data or information we should consider. 
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16475/3889 
July 20, 2010 

Your agency's involvement as a Cooperating Agency should entail those areas under its 
jurisdiction. Responsibilities of a Cooperating Agency include: 

• 	 Participation in the NEP A scoping and environmental review process at the earliest 
possible time. 

• 	 Providing comments on the project's purpose and need, goals and objectives, 

methodologies, and range of alternatives. 


• 	 Assisting in the development of a project coordination plan, including a project schedule. 
• 	 Providing (on request of the lead agency) information and assisting with the preparation 

of environmental analyses including portions of the NEP A documents relevant to your 
agencies jurisdiction or area of special expertise. 

• 	 Providing staff support at the lead agency's request to enhance the latter's 

interdisCiplinary capability. 


• 	 Identifying, a~ early as practicable, any issues that could substantially delay or prevent an 
agency from granting a permit or other approval that is needed for the transportation 
project. 

In response to a lead agency's request for assistance in preparing an environmental impact 
statement, a Cooperating Agency may reply that other program commitments preclude any 
involvement or their degree of involvement. 

As a Cooperating Agency, you should expect the NEP A document to enable you to discharge 
your jurisdictional responsibilities. Likewise, you have the obligation to tell us if, at any point in 
the process, your agency's requirements are not being met. We expect that, at the end ofthe 
NEPA process, the Environmental Impact Statement will satisfy your NEPA requirements 
including those related to project alternatives, environmental consequences and mitigation. 
Further, we intend to utilize the Environmental Impact Statement and our subsequent Record of 
Decision as our decision-making documents. 

We look forward to your response to our request for your agency to be a Cooperating Agency 
and to working with you on this project. The favor of a reply is requested by 12 August 2010. If 
you have any questions or would like to discuss in more detail the project or our agencies' 
respective roles and responsibilities during the preparation ofthis Environmental Impact 
Statement, please contact Randall D. Overton, USCG, Federal Permit Agent, at 
randall.d.overton@uscg.mil or 305-415-6749. 

Thank you for your cooperation and interest in 
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Mr. Roy Crabtree Administrator 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
Southeast Regional Office 
263 13th Avenue South 
St. Petersburg, FL 33701 

Re: Invitation to be a Cooperating Agency on an Environmental Impact Statement for the 
proposed Fort Hamer Bridge across the Manatee River, Manatee County, Florida. 

Dear Mr. Crabtree: 

The United States Coast Guard (USCG), in conjunction with Manatee County (County), is 
preparing an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed Fort Hamer Bridge across 
the Manatee River, Manatee County, Florida. In accordance with 40 CFR 1501.6, the Council 
on Environmental Quality's (CEQ) Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Pro vision of 
the National Environmental Policy Act, we are requesting you be a Cooperating Agency on this 
environmental document. This request is based on your Protected Resources and Habitat 
Conservation Jurisdiction. Designation as a Cooperating Agency does not imply that your 
agency supports the proposed project. 

The proposed bridge crossing is a priority project in the Financially Feas-ible Plan of the 
Sarasota~Manatee Metropolitan Planning Organization's (SMMPO) 2030 Long Range 
Transportation Plan. The project's Web site is http://www.IOrthamerbridge.com. According to 
the SMMPO, the proposed bridge is needed to provide an alternate north/south route to the east 
oflnterstate Highway 75 (I-75) and enhance emergency service access to northeast Manatee 
County. Further, a new bridge will serve to improve the level of service to the existing network 
of north Manatee County roadways as development expands through the Parrish area and 
northward in Manatee County. The proposed location for the Fort Hamer Bridge is in northeast 
Manatee County adjacent to Fort Hamer Park and will connect Fort Hamer Road and Upper 
Manatee River Road. Alternatives under consideration include: ( l) Taking no action; and (2) 
various build alternatives that satisfy the purpose and need. Build alternatives may include low, 
mid, and high-level fixed bridges, alternatives to the east, west and center of the project corridor, 
and other altematives that may result from the scoping process. We are requesting your 
comments on environmental concerns that you may have related to a new bridge in northeast 
Manatee County. This includes suggesting analyses and .methodologies for use in the EIS or 
possible sources of data or information we should consider. 
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Your agency's involvement as a Cooperating Agency should entail those areas under its 
jurisdiction; Responsibilities of a Cooperating Agency include: 

• 	 Participation in the NEP A scoping and environmental review process at the earliest 
possible time. 

• 	 Providing comments on the project's purpose and need, goals and objectives, , 

methodologies, and range of alternatives. 


• 	 Assisting in the development of a project coordination plan, including a project schedule. 
• 	 Providing (on request of the lead agency) information and assisting with the preparation 

of environmental analyses including portions of the NEP A documents relevant to your 
agencies jurisdiction or area of special expertise. 

• 	 Providing staff support at the lead agencis request to enhance the latter1s 

interdisciplinary capability. 


• 	 Identifying, as early as practicable, any issues that could substantially delay or prevent an 
agency from granting a permit or other approval that is needed for the transportation 
project. 

In response to a lead agencis request for assistance in preparing an environmental impact 
statement, a Cooperating Agency may reply that other program commitments preclude any 
involvement or their degree of involvement. 

As a Cooperating Agency, you should expect the NEP A document to enable you to discharge 
your jurisdictional responsibilities. Likewise, you have the obligation to tell us if, at any point in 
the process, your agency's requirements are not being met. We expect that, at the end of the 
NEP A process, the Environmental Impact Statement will satisfy your NEP A requirements 
including those related to project alternatives, environmental consequences and mitigation. 
Further, we intend to utilize the Environmental Impact Statement and our subsequent Record of 
Decision as our decision-making documents. 

We look forward to your response to our request for your agency to be a Cooperating Agency 
and to working with you on this project. The favor of a reply is requested by 12 August 201 0. If 
you have any questions or would like to discuss in more detail the project or our agencies' 
respective roles and responsibilities during the preparation of this Environmental Impact 
Statement, please contact Randall D. Overton, USCG, Federal Permit Agent, at 
randall.d.overton@uscg.mil or 305-415-67 49. 

Thank you for your cooperation and interest in this project. 
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Mr. Frank Mohr, P.E. Area Engineer 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Gulf Coast Area Office 
6320 S. Dale Mabry Highway 
Tampa, FL 33611-5100 

Re: Invitation to be a Cooperating Agency on an Environmental Impact Statement for the 
proposed Fort Hamer Bridge across the Manatee River, Manatee County, Florida. 

Dear Mr. Mohr: 

The United States Coast Guard (USCG), in conjunction with Manatee Comity (County), is 
preparing an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed Fort Hamer Bridge across 
the Manatee River, Manatee County, Florida. In accordance with 40 CFR 1501.6, the Council 
on Environmental Quality' s (CEQ) Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provision of 
the National Environmental Policy Act, we are requesting you be a Cooperating Agency on this 
environmental document. This request is based on your Regulatory Jurisdiction. Designation as 
a Cooperating Agency does not imply that your agency supports the proposed project. 

The proposed bridge crossing is a priority project in the Financially Feasible Plan of the 
Sarasota-Manatee Metropolitan Planning Organization's (SMMPO) 2030 Long Range 
Transportation Plan. The project's Web site is http://www.forthamerbridge.com. According to 
the SMMPO, the proposed bridge is needed to provide an alternate north/south route to the east 
of Interstate Highway 75 (I- 75) and enhance emergency service access to notiheast Manatee 
County. Further, a new bridge will serve to improve the level of service to the existing network 
of north Manatee County roadways as development expands through the Parrish area and 
northward in Manatee County. The proposed location for the Fort Hamer Bridge is in northeast 
Manatee County adjacent to Fort Hamer Park and will connect Fort Hamer Road and Upper 
Manatee River Road. Alternatives under consideration include: (I) Taking no action; and (2) 
various build alternatives that satisfy the purpose and need. Build alternatives may include low, 
mid, and high-level fixed bridges, alternatives to the east, west and center of the project corridor, 
and other alternatives that may result from the scoping process. We are requesting your 
comments on environmental concerns that you may have related to a new bridge in northeast 
Manatee County. This includes suggesting analyses and methodologies for use in the EIS or 
possible sources of data or information we should consider. 
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Your agency's involvement as a Cooperating Agency should entail those areas under its 
jurisdiction. Responsibilities of a Cooperating Agency include: 

• 	 Participation in the NEPA scoping and environmental review process at the earliest 
possible time. 

• 	 Providing comments on the project's purpose and need, goals and objectives, 

methodologies, and range of alternatives. 


• 	 Assisting in the development of a project coordination plan, including a project schedule. 
• 	 Providing (on request of the lead agency) information and assisting with the preparation 

of environmental analyses including portions of the NEP A documents relevant to your 
agencies jurisdiction or area of special expertise. 

• 	 Providing staff support at the lead agency's request to enhance the latter's 

interdisciplinary capability. 


• 	 Identifying, as early as practicable, any issues that could substantially delay or prevent an 
agency from granting a permit or other approval that is needed for the transportation 
project. 

In response to a lead agency's request for assistance in preparing an environmentai impact 
statement, a Coopera~ing Agency may reply that other program commitments preclude any 
involvement or their degree of involvement. 

As a Cooperating Agency, you should expect the NEP A document to enable you to discharge 
your jurisdictional responsibilities. Likewise, you have the obligation to tell us if, at any point in 
the process, your agency's requirements are not being met. We expect that, at the end of the 
NEP A process, the Environmental Impact Statement will satisfy your NEP A requirements 
including those related to project alternatives, environmental consequences and mitigation. 
Further, we intend to utilize the Environmental Impact Statement and our subsequent Record of 
Decision as our decision-making documents. 

We look forward to your response to our request for , your agency to be a Cooperating Agency 
and to working with you on this project. The favor of a reply is requested by 12 August 20 l 0. If 
you have any questions or would like to discuss in more detail the project or our agencies' 
respective roles and responsibilities during the preparation of this Environmental Impact 
Statement, please contact Randall D. Overton, USCG, Federal Permit Agent, at 
randall.d.overton@uscg.mil or 305-415-6749. 

Thank you for your cooperation and interest in this pr 
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Mr. John Fellows 
U.S. Army Corps ofEngineers 
1011 7 Princess Palm Avenue, Suite 120 
Tampa, FL 33610-8302 

Re: Invitation to be a Cooperating Agency on an Environmental Impact Statement for the 
proposed Fmi Hamer Bridge across the Manatee River, Manatee County, Florida. 

Dear Mr. Fellows: 

The United States Coast Guard (USCG), in conjunction with Manatee County (County), is 
preparing an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed Fort Hamer Bridge across 
the Manatee River, Manatee County, Florida. In accordance with 40 CFR 1501.6, the Council 
on Environmental Quality's (CEQ) Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provision of 
the National Environmental Policy Act, we are requesting you be a Cooperating Agency on this 
environmental document. This request is based on your Regulatory Jurisdiction. Designation as 
a Cooperating Agency does not imply that your agency supports the proposed project. 

The proposed bridge crossing is a priority project in the Financially Feasible Plan of the 
Sarasota-Manatee Metropolitan Planning Organization's (SMMPO) 2030 Long Range 
Transportation Plan. The project's Web site is http://www.forthamerbridge.com. According to 
the SMMPO, the proposed bridge is needed to provide an alternate north/south route to the east 
of Interstate Highway 75 (I-75) and enhance emergency service access to northeast Manatee 
County. Further, a new bridge will serve to improve the level of service to the existing network 
of north Manatee County roadways as development expands through the Parrish area and 
northward in Manatee County. The proposed location for the Fort Hamer Bridge is in northeast 
Manatee County adjacent to Fort Hamer Park and will connect Fort Hamer Road and Upper 
Manatee River Road. Alternatives under consideration include: ( 1) Taking no action; and (2) 
various build alternatives that satisfy the purpose and need. Build alternatives may include low, 
mid, and high-level fixed bridges, alternatives to the east, west and center of the project corridor, 
and other alternatives that may result from the scoping process. We are requesting your 
comments on environmental concerns that you may have related to a new bridge in nmiheast 
Manatee County. This includes suggesting analyses and methodologies for use in the EIS or 
possible sources ofdata or infonnation we should consider. 

Your agency's involvement as a Cooperating Agency should entail those areas under its 
jurisdiction. Responsibilities of a Cooperating Agency include: 
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• 	 Participation in the NEP A scoping and environmental review process at the earliest 

possible time. 


• 	 Providing comments on the project's purpose and need, goals and objectives, 

methodologies, and range of alternatives. 


• 	 Assisting in the development of a project coordination plan, including a project schedule. 
• 	 Providing (on request of the lead agency) information and assisting with the preparation 


of environmental analyses including portions of the NEP A documents relevant to your 

agencies jurisdiction or area of special expertise. 


• 	 Providing staff support at the lead agency's request to enhance the latter's 

interdisciplinary capability. 


• 	 Identifying, as early as practicable, any issues that could substantially delay or prevent an 

agency from granting a permit or other approval that is needed for the transportation 

project. 


In response to a lead agency's request tor assistance in preparing an environmental impact 
statement, a Cooperating Agency may reply that other program commitments preclude any . 
involvement or their degree of involvement. 

As a Cooperating Agency, you should expect the NEP A document to enable you to discharge 
your jurisdictional responsibilities. Likewise, you have the obligation to tell us if, at any point in 
the process, your agency's requirements are not being met. We expect that, at the end of the 
NEP A process, the Environmental Impact Statement will satisfy your NEP A requirements 
including those related to project alternatives, environmental consequences and mitigation. 
Further, we intend to utilize the Environmental Impact Statement and our subsequent Record of 
Decision as our decision-making documents. 

We look forward to your response to our request for your agency to be a Cooperating Agency 
and to working with you on this project. The favor of a reply is requested by 12 August 2010. If 
you have any questions or would like to discuss in more detail the project or our agencies' 
respective roles and responsibilities during the preparation ofthis Environmental Impact 
Statement, please contact Randall D. Overton, USCG, Federal Permit Agent, at 
randall.d.overton@uscg.mil or 305-415-6749. 

Thank you for your cooperation and interest in this proje , . 

I 

! 
I 

.f 
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Mr. John Fellows 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Gulf Coast Area Office 
7407 Blackbird St.- Building 1066 
MacDill AFB, FL 33621 

Re: Invitation to be a Cooperating Agency on an Environmental Impact Statement for the 
proposed Fort Hamer Bridge across the Manatee River, Manatee County, Florida. 

Dear Mr. Fellows: 

The United States Coast Guard (USCG), in conjunction with Manatee County (County), is 
preparing an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed Fort Hamer Bridge across 
the Manatee River, Manatee County, Florida. In accordance with 40 CFR 1501.6, the Council 
on Environmental Quality' s (CEQ) Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provision of 
the National Environmental Policy Act, we are requesting you be a Cooperating Agency on this 
environmental document. This request is based on your Regulatory Jurisdiction. Designation as 
a Cooperating Agency does not imply that your agency supports the proposed project. 

The proposed bridge crossing is a priority project in the Financially Feasible Plan of the 
Sarasota-Manatee Metropolitan Planning Organization's (SMMPO) 2030 Long Range 
Transportation Plan. The project's Web site is http://www.forthamerbridge.com. According to 
the SMMPO, the proposed bridge is needed to provide an alternate nortlv'south route to the east 
oflnterstate Highway 75 (I-75) and enhance emergency service access to northeast Manatee 
County. Further, a new bridge will serve to improve the level of service to the existing network 
of north Manatee County roadways as development expands through the Parrish area and 
northward in Manatee County. The proposed location for the Fort Hamer Bridge is in northeast 
Manatee County adjacent to Fort Hamer Park and will connect Fort Hamer Road and Upper 
Manatee River Road. Alternatives under consideration include: ( l) Taking no action; and (2) 
various build alternatives that satisfy the purpose and need. Build alternatives may include low, 
mid, and high-level fixed bridges, alternatives to the east, west and center of the project corridor, 
and other alternatives that may result from the scoping process. We are requesting your 
comments on environmental concerns that you may have related to a new bridge in northeast 
Manatee County. This includes suggesting analyses and methodologies for use in the EIS or 
possible sources ofdata or information we should consider. 

Your agency's involvement as a Cooperating Agency should entail those areas under its 
jurisdiction. Responsibilities of a Cooperating Agency include: 
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• 	 Participation in the NEPA scoping and environmental review process at the earliest 
possible time. 

• 	 Providing comments on the project's purpose and need, goals and objectives, 

methodologies, and range of alternatives. 


• 	 Assisting in the development of a project coordination plan, including a project schedule. 
• 	 Providing (on request of the lead agency) information and assisting with the preparation 

of environmental analyses including portions of the NEPA documents relevant to your 
agencies jurisdiction or area of special expertise. 

• 	 Providing staff support at the lead agency's request to enhance the latter's 

interdisciplinary capability. 


• 	 Identifying, as early as practicable, any issues that could substantially delay or prevent an 
agency from granting a permit or other approval that is needed for the transportation 
project. 

In response to a lead agency's request for assistance in preparing an environmental impact 
statement, a Cooperating Agency may reply that other program commitments preclude any 
involvement or their degree of involvement. 

As a Cooperating Agency, you should expect the NEP A document to enable you to discharge 
your jurisdictional responsibilities. Likewise, you have the obligation to tell us if, at any point in 
the process, your agency's requirements are not being met. We expect that, at the end of the 
NEPA process, the Environmental Impact Statement will satisfy your NEPA requirements 
including those related to project alternatives, environmental consequences and mitigation. 
Further, we intend to utilize the Envirohmental Impact Statement and our subsequent Record of 
Decision as our decision-making documents. 

We look forward to your response to our request for your agency to be a Cooperating Agency 
and to working with you on this project. The favor of a reply is requested by 12 August 2010. lf 
you have any questions or would like to di~cuss in more detail the project or our agencies' 
respective roles and responsibilities during the preparation of this Environmental Impact 
Statement, please contact Randall D. Overton, USCG, Federal Permit Agent, at 
randall.d.overton@uscg. mil or 3 05-415-67 49. 

Thank you for your cooperation and interest in this project. 

~ 
GON 
ict Bridge Program 

uard 

2 


A-171

mailto:randall.d.overton@uscg


Commander (dpb) 909 SE 1st Ave (Suite 432) 
U.S. Department o~·· Seventh Coast Guard District Miami, FL 33131-3050 Homeland Security • 

Staff Symbol: dpb 
Phone: 305-415·6749 United States ' Fax: 305-415-6763 

Coast Guard Email: randall.d.overton@uscg.mil 

16475/3889 
1932 
July.20, 2010 

Col. Paul Grosskruger, District Engineer 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Jacksonville District 
Regulatory Branch 
P.0. Box 4970 
Jacksonville, FL 32232-0019 

Re: Invitation to be a Cooperating Agency on an Environmental Impact Statement for the 
proposed Fort Hamer Bridge across the Manatee River, Manatee County, Florida. ­

Dear Colone~ Grosskruger: 

The United States Coast Guard (USCG), in conjunction with Manatee County (County), is 
preparing an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed Fort Hamer Bridge across 
the Manatee River, Manatee County, Florida. In accordance with 40 CFR 1501.6, the Council 
on Environmental Quality's (CEQ) Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provision of 
the National Environmental Policy Act, we are requesting you be a Cooperating Agency on this 
environmental document. This request is based on your Regulatory Jurisdiction. Designation as 
a Cooperating Agency does not imply that your agency supports the proposed project. 

The proposed bridge crossing is a priority project in the Financially Feasible Plan ofthe 
Sarasota-Manatee Metropolitan Planning Organization's (SMMPO) 2030 Long Range 
Transportation Plan. The project's Web site is http://www.forthamerbridge.com. According to 
the SMMPO, the proposed bridge is needed to provide an altemate north/south route to the east 
of Interstate Highway 75 (I-75) and enhance emergency service access to northeast Manatee 
County. Further, a new bridge will serve to improve the level of service to the existing network 
ofnorth Manatee County roadways as development expands through the Parrish area and 
northward in Manatee County. The proposed location for the Fort Hamer Bridge is in northeast 
Manatee County adjacent to Fort Hamer Park and will connect Fort Hamer Road and Upper . 
Manatee River Road. Alternatives under consideration include: (1) Taking no action; and (2) 
various build alternatives that satisfy the purpose and need . Build altematives may include low, 
mid, and high-level fixed bridges, alternatives to the east, west and center of the project corridor, 
and other altematives that may result from the scoping process. We are requesting your 
comments on environmental concems that you may have related to a new bridge in northeast 
Manatee County. This includes suggesting analyses and methodologies for use in the EIS or 
possible sources of data or information we should consider. 
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Your agency's involvement as a Cooperating Agency should entail those areas under its 
jurisdiction. Responsibilities of a Cooperating Agency include: 

• 	 Participation in the NEPA scoping and environmental review process at the earliest 
possible time. 

• 	 Providing comments on the project's purpose and need, goals and objectives, 

methodologies, and range of alternatives. 


• 	 Assisting in the development of a project coordination plan, including a project schedule. 
• 	 Providing (on request of the lead agency) information and assisting with the preparation 

of environmental analyses including portions of the NEP A documents relevant to your 
agencies jurisdiction or area of special expertise. 

• 	 Providing staff·support at the lead agencis request to enhance the latter1s 

interdisciplinary capabiiity. 


• 	 Identifying, a-2 early as practicable, any issues that could substantially delay or prevent an 
agency from granting a permit or other approval that is needed for the transportation 
project. 

In response to a lead agencis request for assistance in preparing an environmental impact 
statement, a Cooperating Agency may reply that other program commitments preclude any 
involvement or their degree of involvement. 

As a Cooperating Agency, you should expect the NEP A document to enable you to discharge 
your jurisdictional responsibilities. Likewise, you have the obligation to tell us if, at any point in 
the process, your agency's requirements are not being met. We expect that, at the erid of the 
NEP A process, the Environmental Impact Statement will satisfy your NEP A requirements 
including those related to project alternatives, environmental consequences and mitigation. 
Further, we intend to utilize the Environmental Impact Statement and our subsequent Record of 
Decision as our decision-making documents. 

We look forward to your response to our request for your agency to be a Cooperating Agency 
and to working with you on this project. The favor of a reply is requested by 12 August 201 0. If 
you have any questions or would like to discuss in more detail the project or our agencies' 
respective roles and responsibilities during the preparation of this Environmental Impact 
Statement, please contact Randall D. Overton, USCG, Federal Permit Agent, at 
randall.d.ove1ion@uscg.mil or 305-415-6749. 

Thank you for your cooperation and interest in this project. 
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Ms. Jan Rogers 
Director 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region 4 - South Florida Office Urban Outreach 
400 N. Congress A venue, Suite 120 
West Palm Beach, FL 33401 

Re: Invitation to be a Cooperating Agency on an Environmental Impact Statement for the 
proposed Fort Hamer Bridge across the Manatee River, Manatee County, Florida. 

Dear Ms. Rogers: 

The United States Coast Guard (USCG), in conjunction with Manatee County (County), is 
preparing an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed Fmi Hamer Bridge across 
the Manatee River, Manatee County, Florida, In accordance with 40 CFR 1501.6, the Council 
on Environmental Quality's (CEQ) Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provision of 
the National Environmental Policy Act, we are requesting you be a Cooperating Agency on this 
environmental document. This request is based on your Regulatory Jurisdiction. Designation as 
a Cooperating Agency does not imply that your agency supports the proposed project. 

The proposed bridge crossing is a priority project in the Financially Feasible Plan of the 
Sarasota-Manatee Metropolitan Planning Organization's (SMMPO) 2030 Long Range 
Transportation Plan. The project's Web site is http://www.forthamerbridge.com. According to 
the SMMPO, the proposed bridge is needed to provide an alternate north/south route to the east 
of Interstate Highway 75 (I-75) and enhance emergency service access to northeast Manatee 
County. Further, a new bridge will serve to improve the level of service to the existing network 
of north Manatee County roadways as development expands through the Parrish area and 
northward in Manatee County. The proposed location for the Fort Harner Bridge is in northeast 
Manatee County adjacent to Fort Hamer Park and will connect Fort Hamer Road and Upper 
Manatee River Road. Alternatives under consideration include: (1) Taking no action; and (2) 
various build alternatives that satisfy the purpose and need. Build alternatives may include low, 
mid,. and high-level fixed bridges, alternatives to the east, west and center of the prpject corridor, 
and other alternatives that may result from the scoping process. We are requesting your 
comments on environmental concerns that you may have related to a new bridg~ in nurth~asl 
Manatee County. This includes suggesting analyses and methodologies for use in the EIS or 
possible sources of data or information we should consider. 
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Your agency's involvement as a Cooperating Agency should entail those areas under its . · 
jurisdiction. Responsibilities of a Cooperating Agency include: 

• 	 Participation in the NEP A scoping and environmental review process at the earliest 
possible time. 

• 	 Providing comments on the project's purpose and need, goals and objectives, 

methodologies, and range of alternatives. 


• 	 Assisting in the development of a project coordination plan, including a project schedule. 
• 	 Providing (on request of the lead agency) information and assisting with the preparation 

of environmental analyses including portions of the NEPA documents relevant to your 
agencies jurisdiction or area of special expertise. 

• 	 Providing staff support at the lead agency's request to enhance the latter•s 

interdisciplinary capability. 


• 	 Identifying, as early as practicable, any issues that could substantially delay or prevent an 
agency from grantit;J.g a permit or other approval that is needed for the transportation 
project. 

In response to alead agency's request for assistance in preparing an environmental impact 
statement, a Cooperating Agency may reply that other program commitments preclude any 
involvement or their degree of involvement. 	 ­

As a Cooperating Agency, you should expect the NEP A document to enable you to discharge 
your jurisdictional responsibilities. Likewise, you have the obligation to tell us if, at any point in 
the process, your agency's requirements are not being met. We expect that, at the end of the 
NEP A process, the Environmental Impact Statement will satisfy your NEPA requirements 
including those related to project alternatives, environmental consequences and mitigation. 
Further, we intend to utilize the Environmental Impact Statement and our subsequent Record of 
Decision as our decision-making documents. 

We look forward to your response to our request for your agency to be a Cooperating Agency 
and to working with you on this project. The favor of a reply is requested by 12 August 2010. If 
you have any questions or would like to discuss in more detail the project or our agencies' 
respective roles and responsibilities during the preparation of this Environmental Impact 
Statement, please contact Randall D. Overton, USCG, Federal Permit Agent, at 
randall.d.ove1ton@uscg.mil.or 305-415-67 49. 

Thank you for your cooperation a~d interest in this project. 
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Mr. Tom Welborn 
Director 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region 4 - South Florida Office 
61 Forsyth Street, SW 
Mail Code 9T25 
Atlanta, GA 30303-8960 

Re: Invitation to be a Cooperating Agency on an Environmental Impact Statement for the 
proposed Fort Hamer Bridge across the Manatee River, Manatee County, Florida. 

Dear Mr. Welborn: 

The United States Coast Guard (USCG), in conjunction with Manatee County (County), is 
preparing an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed Fort Hamer Bridge across 
the Manatee River, Manatee County, Florida. In accordance with 40 CFR 1501.6, the Council 
on Environmental Quality's (CEQ) Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provision of 
the National Environmental Policy Act, we are requesting you be a Cooperating Agency on this 
environmental document. This request is based on your Regulatory Juri sdiction. Designation as 
a Cooperating Agency does not imply that your agency supports the proposed project. 

The proposed bridge crossing is a priority project in the Financially Feasible Plan of the 
Sarasota-Manatee Metropolitan Plruming Organization' s (SMMPO) 2030 Long Range. 
Transportation Plan. The project's Web site is http://www. IOrthamerbridge.com. According to 
the SMMPO, the proposed bridge is needed to provide an alternate north/south route to the east 
oflnterstate Highway 75 (I-75) and enhance emergency service access to northeast Manatee 
County. Further, a new bridge will serve to improve the level ofservice to the existing network 
of north Manatee County roadways as development expands through the Parrish area and 
northward in Manatee County. The proposed location for the Fort Hamer Bridge is in northeast . 
Manatee County adjacent to Fort Hamer Park and will cmmect Fort Hamer Road and Upper 
Manatee River Road. Alternatives under consideration include: (1) Taking no action; and (2) 
various build alternatives that satisfy the purpose and need. Build alternatives may include low, 
mid, and high-level fixed bridges, alternatives to the east, west and center of the project corridor, 
and other alternatives that may result from the scoping process. We are requesting your 
comments on environmental concerns that you may have related to a new bridge in northeast 
Manatee County. This includes suggesting analyses and methodologies for use in the EIS or 
possible sources ofdata or information we should consider. 
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16475/3889 
July 20, 2010 

Your agency's involvement as a Cooperating Agency should entail those areas under its 
jurisdiction. Responsibilities of a Cooperating Agency include: 

• 	 Participation in the NEPA scoping and environmental review process at the earliest 
possible time. 

• 	 Providing comments on the project's purpose and need, goals and objectives, 

methodologies, and range of alternatives. 


• 	 Assisting in the development ofa project coordination plan, including a project schedule. 
• 	 Providing (on request of the lead agency} information and assisting with the preparation 

of environmental analyses including portions of the NEP A documents relevant to your 
agencies jurisdiction or area of special expertise. 

• 	 Providing staff support at the lead agency's request to enhance the latter's 

interdisciplinflry capability. · 


• 	 Identifying, as early as practicable, any issues that could substantially delay or prevent an 
agency from granting a permit or other approval that is needed for the transportation 
project. 

In response to a lead agency's request for assistance in preparing an environmental impact 
statement, a Cooperating Agency may reply that other program commitments preclude any 
involvement or their degree of involvement. 

As a Cooperating Agency, you should expect the NEP A document to enable you to discharge 
your jurisdictional responsibilities. Likewise, you have the obligation to tell us if, at any point in 
the process, your agency's requirements are not being met. We expect that, at the end of the 
NEP A process, the Environmental Impact Statement will satisfy your NEP A requirements 
including those related to project alternatives, environmental consequences and mitigation. 
Further, we intend to utilize the Environmental Impact Statement and our subsequent Record of 
Decision as our decision-making documents. 

We look forward to your response to our request for your agency to be a Cooperating Agency 
and to working with you on this project. The favor of a reply is requested by 12 August 2010. If 
you have any questions or would like to discuss in more detail the project or our agencies' 
respective roles and responsibilities during the preparation of this Environmental Impact 
Statement, please contact Randall D. Overton, USCG, Federal Pennit Agent, at 
randall.d.overton@uscg.mil or 305-415-6749. 

Thank you for your cooperation and interest in this project. 
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Homeland o~· Commander (dpb) 909 SE 1st Ave (Suite 432) 
U.S. Department Security •. Seventh Coast Guard District Miami, FL 33131-3050 

Staff Symbol: dpb 

United States ' · Phone: 305-415-6749 
Fax: 305-415-6763 

Coast Guard · Email: randall.d.overton@u scg.mil 

16475/3889 
1933 
July 20, 2010 

Ms. Cathy Kendall 
U.S. Department ofTranspmtation 
Federal Highway Administration 
545 John Knox Road 
Room 200 
Tallahassee, FL 32303-4117 

Re: Invitation to be a Cooperating Agency on an Environmental Impact Statement for the 
proposed Fort Hamer Bridge across the Manatee River, Manatee County, Florida. 

Dear ·Ms. Kendall: 

The United States Coast Guard (USCG), in conjunction with Manatee County (County), is 
preparing an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed Fort Hamer Bridge across 
the Manatee River, Manatee County, Florida. In accordance with 40 CFR 1501 .6, the Counci l 
on Environmental Qt,mlity's (CEQ) Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provision of 
the National Environmental Policy Act, we are requesting you be a Cooperating Agency on this 
environmental document. This request is based on your Transportation Expertise. ' Designation 
as a Cooperating Agency does not imply that your agency supports the proposed project. 

The proposed bridge crossing is a priority project in the Financially Feasible Plan of the 
Sarasota-Manatee Metropolitan Planning Organization's (SMMPO) 2030 Long Range 
Transportation Plan. The project' s Web site is http://www.torthamerbridge.com. According to 
the SMMPO, the proposed bridge is needed to provide an alternate north/south route to the east 
of Interstate Highway 75 (1-75) and enhance emergency service access to northeast Manatee 
County. Further, a new bridge will serve to improve the level of service to the existing network 
of north Manatee County roadways as development expands through the Parrish area and 
northward in Manatee County. The proposed location for the Fort Hamer Bridge is in northeast 
Manatee County adjacent to Fort Hamer Park and will connect Fort Hamer Road and Upper 
Manatee River Road. Alternatives under consideration include: (1) Taking no action; and (2) 
various build alternatives that satisfy the purpose and need. Build alternatives may include low, 
mid, and high-level fixed bridges, alternatives to the east, west and center of the project cmTidor, 
and other alternatives that may result from the scoping process. We are requesting your 
comments on environmental concerns that you may have related to a new bridge in northeast 
Manatee County. This includes suggesting analyses and methodologies for use in the EIS or 
possible sources ofdata or information we should consider. 
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16475/3889 
July 20, 2010 

Your agency's involvement as a Cooperating Agency should entail those areas under its 
expertise. Responsibilities of a Cooperating Agency include: 

1 Participation in the NEP A scoping and environmental review process at the earliest 
possible time. 

• 	 Providing comments on the project's purpose and need, goals and objectives, 

methodologies, and range of alternatives. 


• 	 Assisting in the development of a project coordination plan, including a project schedule. 
1 Providing (on request of the lead agency) information and assisting with the preparation 

ofenvironmental analyses including portions ofthe NEPA documents relevant to your 
agencies jurisdiction or area of special expertise. 

• 	 Providing staff support at the lead agency's request to enhance the latter's 

interdisciplinary capability. 


• 	 Identifying, af: early as practicable, any issues that could substantially delay or prevent an 
agency from granting a permit or other approval that is needed for the transportation 
project. 

In response to a lead agency's request for assistance in preparing an environmental impact 
statement, a Cooperating Agency may reply that other program commitments preclude any 
involvement or their degree of involvement. 

We look forward to your response to our request for your agency to be a Cooperating Agency 
and to working with you on this project. The favor of a reply is requested by 12 August 2010. 
If you have any questions or would like to discuss in more detail the project or our agencies' 
respective roles and responsibilities during the preparation of this Environmental Impact 
Statement, please contact Randall D. Overton, USCG, Federal Permit Agent, at 
randall.d.overton@uscg.mil or 305Al5-6749. 

Thank you for your cooperation and interest in this project. 
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U.S. Department o~·Homeland Security ~" • 
Commander (dpb) 
Seventh Coast Guard District 

909 SE 1st Ave (Suite 432) 
Miami, FL 33131-3050 
Staff Symbol: dpb 

United States 
Coast Guard 

· Phone: 305-415-67 49 
Fax: 305-415-6763 
Email: randall.d.overton@uscg.m il 

16475/3889 
1933 
July 20, 2010 

Mr. George Hadley 
U.S. Department ofTransportation 
Federal Highway Administration 
545 John Knox Road 
Room 200 
Tallahassee, FL 32303-4117 

Re: Invitation to be a Cooperating Agency on an Environmental Impact Statement for the 
proposed Fort Hamer Bridge across the Manatee River, Manatee County, Florida. 

Dear Mr. Hadley: 

The United States Coast Guard (USCG), in conjunction with Manatee County (County), is 
preparing an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed Fort Hamer Bridge across 
the Manatee River, Manatee County, Florida. In accordance with 40 CFR 1501.6, the Council 
on Environmental Quality' s (CEQ) Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provision of 
the National Environmental Policy Act, we are requesting you be a Cooperating Agency on this 
environmental document. This request is based on your Transportation Expertise. Designation 
as a Cooperating Agency does not imply that your agency supports the proposed project. 

The proposed bridge crossing is a priority project in the Financially Feasible Plan of the 
Sarasota-Manatee Metropolitan Planning Organization's (SMMPO) 2030 Long Range 
Transportation Plan. The project's Web site is httpJ/www.forthamerbridge.com. According to 
the SMMPO, the proposed bridge is needed to provide an alternate north/south route to the east 
of Interstate Highway 75 (I- 75) and enhance emergency service access to northeast Manatee 
County. Further, a new bridge will serve to improve the level of service to the existing network 
of north Manatee County roadways as development expands through the Parrish area and 
northward in Manatee County. The proposed location for the Fort Hamer Bridge is in northeast 
Manatee County adjacent to Fort Hamer Park and will connect Fort Hamer Road and Upper 
Manatee River Road. Alternatives under consideration include: (1) Taking no action; and (2) 
various build alternatives that satisfy the purpose and need. Build alternatives may include low, 
mid, and high-level fixed bridges, alternatives to the east, west and center of the project corridor, 
and other alternatives that may result from the scoping process. We are requesting your 
comments on environmental concerns that you may have related to a new bridge in northeast 
Manatee County. This includes suggesting analyses and methodologies for use in the EIS or 
possible sources of data or information we should consider. 
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July 20, 2010 

Your agency's involvement as a Cooperating Agency should entail those areas under its 
expertise. Responsibilities of a Cooperating Agency include: 

• 	 Participation in the NEP A scoping and environmental review process at the earliest 
possible time. 

• 	 Providing comments on the project's purpose and need, goals and objectives, 

methodologies, and range of alternatives. 


• 	 Assisting in the development of a project coordination plan, including a project schedule. 
• 	 Providing (on request of the lead agency) information and assisting with the preparation 

of environmental analyses including portions of the NEPA documents relevant to your 
agencies jurisdiction or area of special expertise. 

• 	 Providing staff support at the lead agency's request to enhance the latter's 

interdisciplinary capability. 


• 	 Identifying, as early as practicable, any issues that could substantially delay or prevent an 
agency from granting a pennit or other approval that is needed for the transportation 
project. 

In response to a lead agency's request for assistance in preparing an environmental impact 
statement, a Cooperating Agency may reply that other program commitments preclude any 
involvement or their degree of involvement. 

We look forward to your response to our request for your agency to be a Cooperating Agency 
and to working with you on this project. The favor of a reply is requested by 12 August 2010. 
If you have any questions or would like to discuss in more detail the project or our agencies' 
respective roles and responsibilities during the preparation of this Environmental Impact 
Statement, please contact Randall D. Overton, USCG, Federal Permit Agent, at 
randall.d.overton@uscg.mil or 305-415~6749. 

Thank you for your cooperation and interest in this project. 

2 


A-181

mailto:randall.d.overton@uscg.mil


U.S. Department o~·Homeland Security •~: • 
Commander (dpb) 
Seventh Coast Guard District 

909 SE 1st Ave (Suite 432) 
Miami, FL 33131-3050 
Staff Symbol: dpb 

United States 
Coast Guard 

Phone: 305-415-6749 
Fax: 305-415·6763 
Email: randall.d.overton@uscg.mil 

16475/3889 
1933 
July 20, 2010 

Mr. G. Rob Elliott Team Manager 
U.S. Department ofTransportation 
Federal Highway Administration 
61 Forsyth Street, Suite 17T26 
Atlanta, GA 30303 

Re: Invitation to be a Cooperating Agency on an Environmental Impact Statement for the 
proposed Fort Hamer Bridge across the Manatee River, Manatee County, Florida. 

Dear Mr. Elliott: 

The United States Coast Guard (USCG), in conjunction with Manatee County (County), is 
preparing an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed Fort Hamer Bridge across 
the Manatee River, Manatee County, Florida. In accordance with 40 CFR 1501.6, the Council 
on Environmental Quality's (CEQ) Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provision of 
the National Environmental Policy Act, we are requesting you be a Cooperating Agency on this 
environmental document. This request is based on your Transportation Expertise. Designation 
as a Cooperating Agency does not imply that your agency supports the proposed project. 

The proposed bridge crossing is a priority project in the Financially Feasible Plan of the 
Sarasota~Manatee Metropolitan Planning Organization's (SMMPO) 2030 Long Range 
Transportation Plan. The project's Web site is http://www.forthamerbridge.com. According to 
the SMMPO, the proposed bridge is needed to provide an alternate north/south route to the east 
of Interstate Highway 75 (1- 75) and enhance emergency service access to northeast Manatee 
County. Further, a new bridge will serve to improve the level of service to the existing network 
of north Manatee County roadways as development expands through the Pan-ish area and 
northward in Manatee County. The proposed location for the Fort Hamer Bridge is in northeast 
Manatee County adjacent to Fort Hamer Park and will connect Fort Hamer Road and Upper 
Manatee River .Road. Alternatives under consideration include: ( 1) Taking no action; and (2) 
various build alternatives that satisfy the purpose and need. Build alternatives may include low, 
mid, and high-level fixed bridges, alternatives to the east, west and center of the project corridor, 
and other alternatives that may result from the scoping process. We are requesting your 
comments on environmental concerns that you may have related to a new bridge in northeast 
Manatee County. This includes suggesting analyses and methodologies for use in the EIS or 
possible sources of data or information we should consider. 
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Your agency's involvement as a Cooperating Agency should entail those areas under its 
expertise. Responsibilities of a Cooperating Agency include: 

• 	 Participation in the NEPA scoping and environmental review process at the earliest 
possible time. 

• 	 Providing comments on the project's purpose and need, goals and objectives, 

methodologies, and range of alternatives. 


• 	 Assisting in the development of a project coordination plan, including a project schedule. 
• 	 Providing (on request of the lead agency) information and assisting with the preparation 

of environmental analyses including portions of the NEPA documents relevant to your 
agencies jurisdiction or area of special expertise. 

• 	 Providing staff support at the lead agency's request to enhance the latter's 

interdisciplinary capability. 


• 	 Identifying, a.s early as practicable, any issues that could substantially delay or prevent an 
agency from granting a permit or other approval that is needed for the transportation 
project. 

In response to a l~ad (.).gency's request for assistance in preparing an environmental impact 
statement, a Cooperating Agency may reply that other program commitments preclude any 
involvement or their degree of involvement. 

We look forward to your response to our request for your agency to be a Cooperating Agency 
and to working with you on this project. The favor of a reply is requested by 12 August 2010. 
If you have any questions or would like to discuss in more detail the project or our agencies' 
respective roles and responsibilities during the preparation of this Environmental Impact 
Statement, please contact Randall D. Overton, USCG, Federal Permit Agent, at 
randall.d.overton@uscg.mil or 305-415-6749. 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 

NAliONP..L MABI.NE FI SH~RU:S...SERVICE

;southeast Kegwnal Uttwe 
263 131

h Avenue South 
St. Petersburg, Florida 33701-5505 
(727) 824-5317; FAX 824-5300 

July27, 2010 F/SER46:DR/mt 

Barry Dragon 
Director, District Bridge Program 
United States Coast Guard 
Seventh Coast Guard District 
909 SE 1st Avenue, Suite 432 
Miami, Florida 33131-3050 

Dear Mr. Dragon: 

NOAA's National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) has received your letter inviting NMFS to 
be a cooperating agency on the Environmental hnpact Statement for the proposed Fort Hamei 
Bridge across the Manatee River in Manatee County, Florida. While NMFS thanks you for the 
invitation to be a cooperating agency, we must decline the offer due to manpower limitations. 
We will have to will have to limit our project activities to participation in conference calls, 
attending occasional meetings, conducting on··site field investigations, and review ofrelevant 
project documents. Thank you again for the invitatio1~. We look forward to coordinating with 
the Coast Guard on this project. 

Ifyou have questions regarding om· response please contact me at the letterhead address or by 
calling (727) 824-5379. 

David Rydene 
Fishery Biologist 
Habitat Conservation Division 

cc: 
F/SER4 
F/SER46- Rydene 

r ... 

' ·. : . ~ . . -·~ ~. . ,. 
~ ~ • t J . • J 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
JACKSONVILLE DISTRICT CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

10117 PRINCESS PALM AVENUE, SUITE 120 
TAMPA, FLORIDA 33810 

REPLY TO 
ATTENTION OF July 29, 2010 

Tampa Regulatory Office 
SAJ-2010-02223 (EIS-JPr) 

Mr. Barry Dragon . 
Director, District Bridge Program 
United States Coast Guard 
909 SE 1 3 

t Avenue (Suite 432) 
Miami, Florida 33131-3050 

Dear Mr. Dragon: 

This letter is written in r e ference to your correspondence 
dated July 20, 2010, in which you requested t he United States 
Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) to become a cooperating agency 
during the review and p repara tion of the E'nvironmental Impact 
Statement for the Fort Hamer Bridge across the Manatee River, 
Manatee County, Florida. The Corps agrees to become a 
cooperating agency with the United States Coast Guard. 

The application has been assigned Corps file n umber SAJ­
2010-02223 , and the project has been assigned to John Fellows . 
Should you have any questions, please contact him at the 
letterhead address or by telephone (813) 769-7067, by fax (813) 
769-7061 or by e-mail at John.P.rellows@usace.army.mil. 

The Corps' Jacksonville District Regulat ory Division looks 
forward to working in tandem with your agency . Should you have 
any additional questions, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

Branch 

Copies furnished : 
RD 
File 
Randall Ove rton, USCG 
(Via .electronic mail: randal l .d.overton@uscg .mil) 
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Florida Division 545 John Knox Road, Suite 200 
Tallahassee, Florida 32303 

U.S. Department Phone: (850) 942-9650 
of Transportation Fax: (850) 942-9691 I 942-8308 

Federal Highway www. fhwa.dot.gov/fldiv 
Administration July 29, 2010 

In Reply Refer To: 
HPR-FL 

Mr. Barry Dragon 
Director, District Br~dge Program 
U.S. Coast Guard, Seventh Coast Guard District 
909 SE 1st Ave Suite 432 
Miami, Florida 33131 

Subject: Fort Hamer Bridge Upper Manatee River Manatee County, Florida 

Dear Mr. Dragon, 

Thank you for your letter dated July 20, 2010, requesting the Florida Division Office of the 
Federal Highway Administration (FI-IW A) to become a cooperating agency for the preparation of 
an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed new Fort Hamer Bridge across the 
Upper Manatee River. The letter points out that FHWA Florida Division is requested to become 
a cooperating agency due to our transportation expertise. It is unfortunate, but we must decline 
for several reasons with the primary reason being other program commitments that preclude our 
involvement with the proposed action. 

Please do not hesitate to contact Mr. George Hadley at (850) 942-9650 x3011 or at email address 
george.hadley@dot.gov if we can be of further assistance. 

S1 cerely, 

_____,...,._W,n c.~JL 
Division Administrator 

cc: 	 Mr. Marlon Bizerra, FDOT District 1 Environmental Manager (MS 1-40) 
Mr. Mark Schulz, FDOT District 1 Environmental Administrator (MS 1-40) 
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SEMINOLE TRIBE OF FLORIDA 

TRIBAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE 


TRI B AL HISTORIC TRIBAL OFF ICERS 
PRESERVATION OFFICE 

CHAIRMAN 

MITCHELL CYPRESSSEMINOLE TRIBE OF FLORI DA 

AH·TAH·THI·KI MUSEUM 
 VICE CHAIRMAN 

RICHARD BOWERS JR. 
34725 WEST BOUNDARY R OAD SECRETARY 

C L EWISTON, F L 33440 PRI S CILLA D . SAYEN 

PHONE: (863) 983·6.5 49 T REASURER 

F AX: (863) 902·111 7 MICHAEL D. TIGER 

United States Coast Guard 
909 SE 151 Avenue (RM 432} 
Miami, FL 33187 
Attn : Randall Overton 

THPO#: 006490 
August 4, 2010 

Subject: Seeping Meeting for Fort Hammer Bridge, Manatee County, Florida 

To Whom It May Concern: 

We are writing in reference to the meeting notice received by the Seminole Tribe of Florida Tribal Historic 
Preservation Office (STOF-THPO). The STOF-THPO appreciates the invitation to this meeting but is unable to 
attend. We would request to be sent any final reports concerning this project and look forward to receiving updates 
as they become available. Please reference THP0-006490 in any future correspondence associated with this 
project. 

Sincerely, 

Direct routine inquiries to: 

Willard Steele, Anne Mullins 
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer Compliance Review Supervisor 
Seminole Tribe of Florida annemullins@ semtribe.com 

JLP:am 
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United States Department of the Interior 
U . S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

7915 BAYMEADOWS WAY, SUITE 200 
JACKSONVILLE, FLORIDA 32256-7517 

IN REPJ,;Y REFER TO: 

FWS Log No. 41910-2010-R-0397 

Aug ust 24, 20 I 0 

Barry Dragon 
Di rector, Di strict Bridge Progra m 
U.S. Coast G uard 
909 SE ls1 Avenue ( RM 432) 
Miami, FL 33 187 

Dear Mr. Dragon, 

O n July 20, 20 I 0 our offi ce received a request from the Office of Env ironme ntal Po licy and 
Complia nce to conduct a n environm ental rev iew on the N otice of Intent to prepare a n 
Env ironmental Impact Statement (E IS) for the proposed Fort Hame r Bridge over the Manatee River 
located in Ma natee County, Florida. 

T o ou r knowledge, o ur office has no t commented on this pro posal th ro ugh FOOT's Etlicient 
T ransportation Dec is ion Makin g (ETDM) system online or in accorda nce w ith the section 7 
cons ultation process und er the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA), as amended ( I 6 U.S.C. 153 I 
et seq.) 

Based o n a c ursory review of the study area we expect to have comments as th is proposal 
progresses . Our enviro nmen tal concerns are likely to include pote ntia l im pacts to submerged 
aqua tic vegetatio n (S AY ) in the M anatee River as a result of the constructio n activit ies, the shading 
effects and the project footprint from a new bridge; im pacts to Florida ma natees durin g co nstruction; 
impacts to uniq ue freshwate r marshes in the area; increased turbidity, sed ime ntation and nutrie nt 
loadi ng in the Manatee Ri ver wh ich is designated as an Outstanding Florida W aterway (OF W); 
contaminants e ntering the waterway f rom road run off; increased road kill ; increased res idential 
development and f urther fragme ntation of wildlife habitat in a rura l area; new connector roads, 
and/or road wide ni ng and hard ening as a n indirect result of a new bridge providing access to 
undeveloped areas . 

We look forward to the opportu nity torevi ew the draft EIS as we ll as prov ide comm ents through th e 
consultation process. T hank you for a llowi ng us to comment early in the consul tatio n process. We 
regret that we are unable to participate in the deve lopment of the ElS as a cooperating agency. 

d?~

J1 David L. Hankla 
() Fie ld S upervisor 
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URS 

September 20, 2010 

Ms. MaryAnn Poole 
Director of the Office ofPolicy and Stakeholder Coordination 
Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commis sion 
2574 Seagate Drive, Suite 250 
Ta llahass ee, FL 32399 

Re: 	 Fort Hamer Bridge, Manatee County, Florida 

URS Proj ect No.: 12009385 

Protected Species Information Request 

Township 34 South, Range 19 East, Sections 5, 8, 17, 19, 20, 29, and 30 


Dear Ms. Poole: 

URS Corporation Southern has been contracted by Manatee County to prepare an 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for a proposed bridge across the Manatee River at 
Fort Hamer Road. The study area extends along the Upper Manatee River Road on the 
south side of the river to Fort Hamer Road on the north side of the river, in Manatee 
County, Florida (see attached location map). 

In 1999, this project was being proposed by the Florida Department of Transportation 
(FDOT), who prepared a Draft EIS for the project. During the EIS process, the Florida 
F is h and Wildlife Conservation Commission provided a letter, dated August 26, 1999, 
that indicated the Manatee River is a suspected birthing area for the West Indian manatee. 
A copy of the letter is attached to this letter for reference. In order to better assess 
potential impacts associated with the proposed project, we are asking for any pe1tinent 
and/or updated information on the Florida manatee and documented birthing/calves in the 
Manatee River within one mile of the project area shown on the attached map. 

We apprec iate your assistance with this request. If you have any questions , need 
additional information, or would like to discuss this request, please ca ll me at (8 13) 675­
6631 or emai l me at Terry_Cartwright@URSCorp.com. 

Sincere ly, 

URS Corporation Southern 

T~~w~ 
Enclosure 

cc: 	 Daren Carriere, URS 

URS Corporation 
7650 West Courtney 
Cam pbell Causeway 
Tam pa, FL 33607·1462 
Tel: 813.286.1711 
Fax: 813.287.8591 
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From: Richards, Anne 

To: Terry_Cartwright@urscorp.com 

Subject: Fort Hammer Bridge information request 
Date: 09/24/2010 02:06 PM 

Hi Terry, 

We received your request regarding information about manatee use of the 
Manatee River. Below are links to FWRI’s website where data and other 
information pertaining to manatees is available: 

http://research.myfwc.com/features/default.asp?id=1001 

http://research.myfwc.com/manatees/ 

Please contact us if you have additional questions. 

Anne 
Anne Richards 
Environmental Specialist 
Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission 
Imperiled Species Management Section 
620 South Meridian St. 6A 
Tallahassee, FL 32399 
Phone: 850-528-1309 
Fax: 850-922-4338 
anne.richards@myfwc.com 
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From: Richards, Anne 

To: Terry_Cartwright@URSCorp.com 

Subject: RE: Fort Hammer Bridge information request 
Date: 09/24/2010 03:40 PM 
Attachments: Westcoast Telemetry Request form.pdf 

We get that kind of information from a number of sources, such as observations logged during 
aerial surveys, telemetry data that tracks the movements of parts of the population and 
mortality data. Telemetry data is available by request and I’ve attached a form for that. 
Mortality data is available at the links I supplied. I will forward the most recent are aerial 
survey data for area in another email. 

From: Terry_Cartwright@URSCorp.com [mailto:Terry_Cartwright@URSCorp.com] 
Sent: Friday, September 24, 2010 2:39 PM 
To: Richards, Anne 
Subject: Re: Fort Hammer Bridge information request 

Good afternoon Anne -

Thanks for FWRI links. I added them to my favorites for future use. Do you have any other specific data 
regarding the Manatee River being used as a manatee nursery? The FWC comments from 1999 indicated that the 
Manatee River may be a birthing area. We are trying to get all of the available information FWC may have on 
this issue so we don't miss anything in our review. 

Thanks. 

Terry Cartwright 
Environmental Scientist 
URS Corporation 
7650 W. Courtney Campbell Causeway 
Tampa, FL 33607-1462 
Phone: (813) 286-1711, ext. 6631 
Direct: 813-675-6631 
Fax:(813) 286-6587 

This e-mail and any attachments contain URS Corporation confidential information that may be proprietary or privileged. If you receive this message 
in error or are not the intended recipient, you should not retain, distribute, disclose or use any of this information and you should destroy the e-mail and 
any attachments or copies. 

"Richards, Anne" <anne.richards@MyFWC.com> 

"Richards, Anne" To"Terry_Cartwright@urscorp.com" 
<anne. <Terry_Cartwright@urscorp.com> 
richards@MyFWC. cc 
com> SubjectFort Hammer Bridge information request 

09/24/2010 02:05 PM
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Hi Terry, 

We received your request regarding information about manatee use of the Manatee River. 
Below are links to FWRI’s website where data and other information pertaining to manatees 
is available: 

http://research.myfwc.com/features/default.asp?id=1001 

http://research.myfwc.com/manatees/ 

Please contact us if you have additional questions. 

Anne 
Anne Richards 
Environmental Specialist 
Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission 
Imperiled Species Management Section 
620 South Meridian St. 6A 
Tallahassee, FL 32399 
Phone: 850-528-1309 
Fax: 850-922-4338 
anne.richards@myfwc.com 
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From: Richards, Anne 

To: Terry_Cartwright@URSCorp.com 

Subject: FW: Manatee County aerial survey data 1985-86 
Date: 09/24/2010 03:54 PM 
Attachments: Manatee_1985_1986_FWC_40Flights.dbf 

Manatee_1985_1986_FWC_40Flights.prj 
Manatee_1985_1986_FWC_40Flights.sbn 
Manatee_1985_1986_FWC_40Flights.sbx 
Manatee_1985_1986_FWC_40Flights.shp 
Manatee_1985_1986_FWC_40Flights.shx 
Manatee_Path_1985_1986_FWC.dbf 
Manatee_Path_1985_1986_FWC.prj 
Manatee_Path_1985_1986_FWC.sbn 
Manatee_Path_1985_1986_FWC.sbx 
Manatee_Path_1985_1986_FWC.shp 
Manatee_Path_1985_1986_FWC.shx 
WR_MMR_Manatee_DistributionSurvey_NManatee.htm 

Terry, 

This is earlier GIS data for Manatee County aerial surveys. The shapefile is 
attached, along with the flight path. This survey was from May 1985-Dec 
1986 and had 40 flights. Metadata for this data set is also attached as: 
WR_MMR_Manatee_DistributionSurvey_NManatee.htm 

Anne 

Anne Richards 
Environmental Specialist 
Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission 
Imperiled Species Management Section 
620 South Meridian St. 6A 
Tallahassee, FL 32399 
Phone: 850-528-1309 
Fax: 850-922-4338 
anne.richards@myfwc.com 
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From: Richards, Anne 

To: Terry_Cartwright@URSCorp.com 

Subject: FW: Manatee County Aerial Survey Data 2005-2008 
Date: 09/24/2010 03:44 PM 
Attachments: manatee_county_flightpath.sbx 

manatee_county_flightpath.shp 
manatee_county_flightpath.shx 
manatee_county_flightpath.dbf 
manatee_county_flightpath.prj 
manatee_county_flightpath.sbn 
Manatee_July2005_Sept2008_Mote_62Flights.sbn 
Manatee_July2005_Sept2008_Mote_62Flights.sbx 
Manatee_July2005_Sept2008_Mote_62Flights.shp 
Manatee_July2005_Sept2008_Mote_62Flights.shx 
Manatee_July2005_Sept2008_Mote_62Flights.dbf 
Manatee_July2005_Sept2008_Mote_62Flights.prj 
ManateeAerialSurvey_Mote_Manatee2005to2008_Metadata.pdf 

Terry, 

The Manatee County aerial survey data attached is in GIS format. A 
shapefile is attached, along with the flight path. This survey was conducted 
from July 2005-Sept 2008 and had 62 flights. Metadata for this data set is 
also attached. 

Anne 

Anne Richards 
Environmental Specialist 
Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission 
Imperiled Species Management Section 
620 South Meridian St. 6A 
Tallahassee, FL 32399 
Phone: 850-528-1309 
Fax: 850-922-4338 
anne.richards@myfwc.com 
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From: Richards, Anne 

To: Terry_Cartwright@URSCorp.com 

Subject: FW: Tampa Bay area aerial survey data 1987-1994 
Date: 09/24/2010 04:02 PM 
Attachments: TampaBay_Path_1987_1994_FWC.shx 

TampaBay_1987_1994_FWC_88Flights_One2dayFlight.dbf 
TampaBay_1987_1994_FWC_88Flights_One2dayFlight.prj 
TampaBay_1987_1994_FWC_88Flights_One2dayFlight.sbn 
TampaBay_1987_1994_FWC_88Flights_One2dayFlight.sbx 
TampaBay_1987_1994_FWC_88Flights_One2dayFlight.shp 
TampaBay_1987_1994_FWC_88Flights_One2dayFlight.shx 
TampaBay_Path_1987_1994_FWC.dbf 
TampaBay_Path_1987_1994_FWC.prj 
TampaBay_Path_1987_1994_FWC.sbn 
TampaBay_Path_1987_1994_FWC.sbx 
TampaBay_Path_1987_1994_FWC.shp 
WR_MMR_Manatee_DistributionSurvey_TampaBay.htm 

The Manatee County aerial survey data shapefile is attached, along 

with the flight path.
 
This survey was from Nov 1987 – May 1994 and had 88 flights.
 

Metadata for this data set is also attached as:
 
WR_MMR_Manatee_DistributionSurvey_TampaBay.htm
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From: Richards, Anne 

To: Terry_Cartwright@URSCorp.com 

Subject: FW: Tampa Bay area aerial survey data 1995-97 
Date: 09/24/2010 04:02 PM 
Attachments: WR_MMR_Manatee_DistributionSurvey_TampaBay#2.htm 

TampaBay_1995_1997_FWC_33Flights.dbf 
TampaBay_1995_1997_FWC_33Flights.prj 
TampaBay_1995_1997_FWC_33Flights.sbn 
TampaBay_1995_1997_FWC_33Flights.sbx 
TampaBay_1995_1997_FWC_33Flights.shp 
TampaBay_1995_1997_FWC_33Flights.shx 

The Manatee County aerial survey data shapefile is attached. 
This survey was from Jan 1995 – June 1997 and had 33 flights. 

Metadata for this data set is also attached as: 
WR_MMR_Manatee_DistributionSurvey_TampaBay#2.htm 
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URS 
Date: JANliARY 14,2011 

To: Marion Almy, ACI 
Willard Steele, Seminole Tribe of Florida, THPO 

From: Marty Peate, URS 

Attendees: 	 Marty Peate, URS 
Marion Almy, ACI 
Willard Steele, Seminole Tribe of Florida, THPO 
Paul Backhouse, Seminole Tribe of Florida, Deputy THPO 
Julie Labate, Seminole Tribe of Florida, Tribal Archaeologist 

RE: 	 Fort Hamer Bridge EIS 
Reintroduction Meeting 
January 7, 2011 

A Reintroduction Meeting was held on January 7, 20 II at the Seminole Tribe of Florida's Ah-Tah-Thi-Ki Museum in 
Big Cypress. 

This Reintroduction Meeting was held to re-engage the Seminole Tribe of Florida (STOF) on behalf of Manatee County 
due to the changes in the project (i.e. lead federal agency change from FHWA to USCG). 

Marty Peate, URS, provided an overview ofthe history from the being ofthe project in 1999 under FHWA through the 
cancellation of the project at the request of Manatee County in 2006 and Manatee County restarting the project under 
USCG in 2009. It was discussed that the previous project consisted of a 4-lane bridge and 4-lane roadway project and 
the current project had been reduced to a 2-lane bridge and approach connections to the existing roadway system. 

Marty Peate noted that the previous project (under FHW A and FDOT) had discussed the potential utilization of a 
retaining wall on the north side of the river, near Fort Hamer Park as a mural depicting the events that occurred in 
association with Fort Hamer. Mr. Peate stated that the current project (under USCG and Manatee County) would not 
have the ability to create the mural but Manatee County was willing to erect a plaque/marker at the Bridge to 
commemorate the events at Fort Hamer. 

Marion Almy, ACI, noted that in May of 2004, George Hadley of FHW A had communicated that a "plaque or marker" 
would be appropriate in this situation. 

Willard Steele, STOF, thanked the group for coming back to the STOF and updating them on the project. Mr. Steele 
remembered coordinating with George Hadley on this issue and was comfortable with a plaque or marker as long as the 
STOF was consulted in the development of the language used and information portrayed. 

Marty Peate added that this was a commitment that Manatee County was willing to follow through with and that as the 
project evolved the County would engage the STOF in the development of the plaque or marker. 
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RllCHARD 0. HERR 
VICE. AOMIRAL1 U. S. COAST GUARD (RETIRED) 

12103 Creole Court 
Parrish, Florida 34219 

(941) 721 -6966 

26 October 2011 

Dear Ms. Smart, 

I am writing to express my concern with regard to the proposed Fort Hamer Bridge in Manatee 
County, Florida. I am a resident of the River Wilderness Community on the north side of the river 
which will be directly affected by this project. I am asking you to give serious consideration to not 
approving this project. 

I find it difficult to believe that we (the U.S. Coast Guard) would give serious consideration to another 
impediment to navigation on this river by a bridge that is not required to serve the needs of the 
citizens of the County. There are three multilane bridges to the west of this proposed span and a 
brand new bridge (the Rye Road bridge) to the east which can more than adequately handle current 
traffic needs and those in the foreseeable future. 

This proposed bridge is being pushed by developers in the area and will adversely affect thousands 
of people who have bought homes and settled in this area to enjoy the peace and tranquility it has 
afforded up until now. In addition, there are grave safety concerns about the projected traffic volume, 
and size of vehicles on Fort Hamer road. These concerns have been brought to the attention of the 
County several times and the County refuses to make improvements to the road or provide sidewalks 
or bike paths which would address these dangers. Simply said, if this project goes forward as 
proposed, many people- including children who attend the school located on Fort Hamer road- will 
be endangered- mishaps will occur- and lives may well be lost. All this for a bridge that is not 
needed. 

Bottom line, I request that you not approve the requests of Manatee County to go forward with the 
proposed Fort Hamer Bridge. Thanking you in advance, I am 

Bridge Administration Branch 
Seventh Coast Guard District 
Brickell Plaza Federal Building 
909 S.E. First Avenue 
Miami, Fl 33131-3050 

Cc: Captain Richard M. Kenin, USCG 
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U.S. Department 	 Commander 909 SE 181 Ave Rm 432 
Seventh Coast Guard District Miami, FL 33131-3050of Homeland Security 

Staff Symbol : (dpb) 
Pl:lone: (305) 415-6989 

United States Fax: (305) 415-6763 
Coast Guard Email: Evelyn.Smart@uscg.mll 

16591/3889 
Serial #: 2083 
October 31, 2011 

Richard D. Herr 
Vice Admiral, USCG (Ret) 
12103 Creole Court 
Parrish, Florida 34219 

Dear Admiral Herr: 

We have received your letter dated October 26, 2011 regarding the proposed Fort Hamer Road 
Bridge project across the Manatee River, mile 8.4 at Fort Hamer, Manatee County, Florida. 

The Coast Guard is the lead federal agency for the proposed Fort Hamer Road Project. In 
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) we are currently reviewing a 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement {DEIS) for the proposed project. Your comments will be 
incorporated into the case file and issues raised will be addressed in the DEIS. Upon 
completion of the DEIS, the Coast Guard will conduct a public meeting and the DE IS will be 
made available for public review (at public libraries, community centers , etc ... ). We will inform 
the public via Public Notice as to when and where the public meeting will be held. Your 
comments will be considered in our decision making process. l 

Thank you for your comments. If you have any other questions regarding the proposed project, 
feel free to call me at (305) 415-6989 or e-mail me at the address noted above. 

~R~ 
EVELYN SMART 
Environmental Protection Specialist 
Bridge Administration Branch 
·Seventh Coast Guard District 
By direction of the District Commander 
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Smart, Evelyn 

From: wsteele@semtribe.com on behalf of Willard Steele [wsteele@sem trlbe.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 17, 2010 3:15 PM 
To: Overtori, Randall 
Subject: Re: Ft. Hamer 

Thank you very much. I enjoyed talking to you today. I look forward to working with the Coast 
Guard on this. Excuse the informal nature of this but I"m on my blackberry which is both good 
and bad. Not driving at least. Just in a swamp. Thanks again- Bill 

' 
Original Message ----­

From·: Overton, Randall [mail to: Randall. D.Overton@uscg.mill 
Sent: Wednesday, November 17, 2010 02:10 PM 
To : Martin Peate@urscorp.com <Martin Peate@urscorp.com>; Tom Pride@urscorp . com 
<Tom Pride@urscorp.com> 
Cc: Dragon, Barry <Barry.Dragon@uscg . mil >; Sugarman, Shelly <Shelly.H . Sugarman@uscg.mil >; 
Willard Steele 
Subject : Ft . Hamer 

Good afternoon, 
I just got off the phone with Mr. Willard (Bill) Steele, the Seminole Tribe of Florida Tribal 
Historic Preservation Officer (THPO or STOFTHPO). Mr. Steele stated that he had come to an 
agreement with the FHWA, during the previous PD&E study, to have a commemorative park area in 
the vicinity of a storm water pond on the north side of the river; I'm not sure of the exact 
details . Please ensure that Mr. Smith is contacted during the development EIS I CRAS process 
to ensure his concerns are properly addressed . I have including Mr. Steele in this 
correspondence. 

Thank you, 

Randall Overton 
Federal Permit Agent 
909 SE 1st Ave 
Miami, FL 33131 
randall.d.overton@uscg.mil 
305-415-6749 
Fax: 305-415 -6763 

1 
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MEMORANDUM 


Department Public Safety 
Phone: 941-749-3500 Division E.M.S 

2101 47 Terrace East Fax: 941-749-3564 
Bradenton, FL 34203 www.mymanatee.orgMANATEE COUNTY 


FLORIDA 

To: Vincent Canna, Project Manager 
Public Works Department 

From: Ronald J. Koper, Jr., EMS Chief 

Date: January 13, 2011 

Subject: Fort Hamer Bridge Project 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Fort Hamer Bridge project. Manatee County Public 
Safety Department and Emergency Medical Services Division believe that the key to providing effective 
and efficient public safety service is rapid response to any emergency. We have an ambulance located north 
ofthe river at US301/Colony Drive and another located south of the river at SR 64/Dam Road. In the event 
of a catastrophic event near 1-75 or Rye Bridge, our ability to access the eastern areas ofthe county (north 
and south of the river) would be significantly impacted. 

East Manatee Fire Rescue, Parrish Fire Control, and North River Fire Districts currently have three (3) 
fire/rescue stations proximate to the Fort Hamer Bridge project: Parrish Fire Control District station# 1 is 
located north of the river on US 301; North River Fire Station# 4 is located north of the river on US30 1; 
and East Manatee Fire Central Station #1 is located on Lakewood Ranch Blvd at SR64. Each of these 
stations could provide reasonable response times for areas proximate to the other stations and respective 
geographic areas north and south of the river; however, in the event of a catastrophe and/or multiple events 
requiring support from stations from the other side of the river, response times are critically increased. 

Therefore, it is the position of the Manatee County Public Safety Department and EMS Division, that an 
additional crossing connecting the existing Upper Manatee River Road and Fort Hamer Road would 
improve public safety through decreased emergency response times and more efficient geographic coverage 
of areas proximate to the river. 

Cc: 	 William Hutchison, Public Safety Director 
Byron Teates, EMFR Chief 
Mike Johnson, Parrish FD Chief 
John McGinnis, NRFD Chief 

LARRY BliSTLE * MICHAEL GALLEN * JOHN R. CHAPPlE * ROBIN DiSABITINO * DONNA G. HAYES *CAROL WHITMORE *JOE MCCLASH 

District I Distric/2 District 3 District4 District5 District 6 District 7 
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EAST MANATEE FIRE RESCUE DISTRICT 
3200 LAKEWOOD RANCH BLVD. • BRADENTON, FL 34211 

Office 941-751-5611 • Fax 941-751-5910 

To: Vincent Canna, Project Manager 
Public Works Department 

1 
From: Byron J. Teates, Fire Chief ~ 

East Manatee Fire Rescue District 

Date: 3-7-12 

Ref: Fort Hamer Bridge 

I would like to take this opportunity to comment on the proposed Fort Hamer bridge 
construction. As Fire Chief, I believe that a new bridge crossing the Manatee River in 
the area ofFort Hamer would substantially reduce ftre service mutual-aid response 
times in certain areas ofthe East Manatee Fire Rescue District as well as those to 
Parrish and North River Fire Districts. 

The construction ofthe new bridge would also provide an alternate means of travel 
north or south due to either the I-75 Bridge or Rye Bridge being closed due to 
flooding, fire, or other emergency. This has occurred on several occasions, sometimes 
for days, weeks and even months. When this has occurred, emergency response times 
have been extended due to congestion and further travel distances in order to cross the 
river. 

Currently, there are only three bridges in our district that cross the Manatee River: I­
75, Rye, and 675 Bridges. Ifthe proposed bridge were constructed it would provide 
quicker access to all Manatee emergency responders as well as providing another 
means to cross the River. 
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U.S. Department 	 Commander 909 SE 151 Ave Rm 432 

of Homeland Security Seventh Coast Guard District Miami, FL 33131-3050 
Staff Symbol: (dpb) 
Phone: (305) 415-6989 

United States Fax: (305) 415-6763 

Coast Guard Email: Evelyn .Smart@uscg.mil 

k 	
16591/3886 
Serial#: 2141 
30 March 2012 

MEMORANDUM . 

~~'g'f~~~~~) Reply to D7(dpb)
From: Attn of: 	 Evelyn Smart 

305-415-6989 

To : 	 CG-5512 Permits 

Subj: 	 TRANSMITTAL OF DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE 
PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION OF A HIGHWAY BRIDGE ACROSS THE 
MANATEE RIVER) MILE 15.0) AT PARRISH) MANATEE COUNTY, FLORIDA 

1. We are forwarding the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the subject bridge 
action. 

2. We have enclosed a h·ard copy of the DEIS and ten (10) copies of the DEIS on CDs as 
requested for CG-5512 and DHS review. 

# 

Encl: (1) USCG DEIS -hard copy 
(2) USCG DEIS - 10 CD copies 
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Smart, Evelyn 

From: 	 bradleymueller@semtribe.com on behalf of Bradley Mueller [bradleymueller@semtribe.com] 
Sent: 	 Tuesday, November 20, 2012 12:46 PM 
To: 	 Smart, Evelyn 
Cc: 	 Paul Backhouse; Anne Mullins; Elliott York; Alison Swing 
Subject: 	 Fort Hamer Bridge Project, Manatee County, Florida 
Attachments: 	 USCG_Fort Hammer_lnitiai_Consult Ltr.docx; Review-Consultation Required 

Documents.docx 

Dear MS. Smart, 


It was good to talk with you on the phone yesterday. I have attached two documents to th is email for your files. The 

first is an "initiation of consultation" letter which you requested and the second is a list of documents required by the 

Seminole Tribe of Florida- Tribal Historic Preservation Office in order to conduct the review process for the Coast 

Guards Fort Hamer undertaking. Please let us know if we may be of any further assistance. 


Regards, 

Bradley M. Mueller, M.A., Supervisor 


Compliance Review Section 

Tribal Historic Preservation Office 

Seminole Tribe of Florida 

30290 Josie Billie Hwy, PMB 1004 

Clewiston, FL 33440 

Office: 863-983-6549 x12245 


1 
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SEMINOLE TRIBE OF FLORIDA 

TRIBAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE 


TRIBAL HISTORIC TRIBAL Q F .F I CERS 

PR E S E RVATION oFFICE 


C HAIRMAN 

S E MINOLE TRIBE OF FLORIDA 
 .JAMES E:. BILLIE: 

AH-TAH· THI· KI MUSEUM 
VICE C HAIRM AN 

302 90 .JOSIE B I LLIE HWY TONY 5ANCHEZ. JR. 
PMB 1004 

CLEWISTON. FL 33440 SECRETARY 
PRISCILLA D . !!IAYE:N 

P H O NE: (863) 983·6649 

FAX : ( 8 6 3) 902·1117 
 TREASURER 

MICHA EL D . TIGER 

Ms. Evelyn Smart 
Bridge Administration, Bridge Permit Section 
U.S. Coast Guard, 7tn District 
Miami, Florida 
PH: (305} 415-6989 

THPO#: 011112 

November 20, 2012 

Subject: Fort Hamer Bridge Project, Manatee County, Florida 

Dear Ms. Smart, 

The Tribal Historic Preservation Office of the Seminole Tribe of Florida (STOF-THPO} thanks you for initiating 
National Register of Historic Places, Section 106, government-to-government consultation with the tribe concerning 
the proposed Fort Hamer Bridge Project. If at any time the U.S. Coast Guard feels that a face-to-face meeting is 
needed we will be happy to arrange one. 

As I understand the situation, based on our telephone conversation of 11/19/2012, a final version of a Cultural 
Resource Assessment Survey report is currently being prepared and will be sent to the STOF-THPO for review and 
comments. Also, you will be sending us a copy of the DEIS at the appropriate time. As requested by you, I will be 
searching our records for any reference to a request made by Mr. Willard Steele while he was serving as the STOF­
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer for a "plaque" to be placed in the Fort Hamer area. 

The STOF-THPO looks forward to consulting with the U.S. Coast Guard on this project. Feel free to contact us at any 
time with any questions you may have and please reference THPO # 011112 in any future communications. 

Respectfully, 

8~~/h. /)1..~ 
Bradley M. Mueller, M.A., Supervisor 
STOF- THPO- Compliance Review Section 
30290 Josie Billie Hwy, PMB 1004 
Clewiston, FL 33440 
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Office: 863-983-6549 x12245 
Fax: 863-902-1117 
Email: bradleymueller@semtribe.com 

cc: 	 Dr. Paul Backhouse, THPO 
Anne Mullins, Deputy THPO 
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The Seminole Tribe of Florida- Tribal Historic Preservation Office 
Required Documents for Consultation: 

1. 	 A physical address of the property where the undertaking will occur, 
2. 	 A narrative description of the undertaking with special regard for ground disturbing 

activities (i.e . renovation, demolition, new construction, etc.), 
3. 	 A map depicting the subject property or properties (aerial image is preferred) with 

the Area of Pote ntial Effect (APE) delineated, and 
4 . 	 Photographs of the subject property as it stands now, if available. 

After the above listed documents have been received, the THPO can then begin the review process 
required by your agency. Additional documents may be requested once the review process has 
commenced . If you have any questions regarding our consultation protocol please don't hesitate to 
contact the THPO via email or at the telephone numbe r listed below. 

Best Regards, 
Bradley M . Mueller, M .A., Supervisor 
Compli ance Review Section 
Tribal Hist ori c Preservation Office 
Seminol e Tribe of Florida 
30 290 Josi e Billie Hig hway 
PMB 1004 
Clewiston, Fl 33440 
Phone: 863-983-6549 ext: 12245 
Fax:863-902-1117 
Email: bradleymueller@semtribe.com 
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U.S. Department o~·
Homeland Security ·ti1!. 

Commander 
Seventh Coast Guard District 

909 SE First Avenue 
Miami, Florida 33131 
Staff Symbo l: (dpb) 

United States 
Coast Guard 

~· Phone: (305) 415-6989 
Fax: (305) 415-6763 
Em ail: Evelyn.Smart@uscg.mil 

l659 l/38 23 
2 January 2013 

Mr. Robert Benclus 
Director, Florida Division of Hist01ical Resources 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
R. A. Gray Building- 4th Floor 
500 South Bronough Street 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0250 

Dear Mr. Bendus: 

The United States Coast Guard (USCG), in cooperation with Manatee County, is conducting an 
environmental study to document potential impacts resulting from proposed improvements to 
north/south traffic movements in eastern Manatee County, Florida. The widening and linking of 
Upper Manatee River Road with Fort Hamer Road, via constmction of a new bridge across the 
Manatee River, will result in impro ved traffic flow, improved emergency response time and 
coverage, improved hurricane evacuation flow, and pro vide an alternative to I-75 for north/south 
travelers. Bicycle lanes and sidewalks will be provided along the corridor and across the river on 
the bridge to accommodate those forms of transportation. The proposed action is expected to 
provide some relief to the existing congestion on I-75, particularly between SR 64 and US 30 l, 
until such time that separate planned improvements to I -7 5 can be made, The new bridge will 
provide county residents an additional emergency evacuation route to the north. At the reques t 
of the Coast Guard and Manatee County, ACI in cooperation with URS Corporation South, 
conducted a Cultural Resource Assessment Survey (CRAS) for the proposed project. 

This assessment was designed and implemented to comply w ith the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEP A), Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation A ct of 1966, as amended, 
as implemented by 36 CFR 800 (Protection of Historic Properties) and Chapter 267 of the 
Florida Stah1tes. 

This project is comprised of two di stinct areas of potential effects (APE): the Fort Hamer Bridge 
APE and the Rye Road APE. The limits of the Fort Hamer Bridge APE extend from 
approximately 600 feet (ft) north of Waterlefe Boulevard on Upper Manatee River Road to 2,500 . 
ft south of Mulholland Road on Fort Hamer Road. The limits of the Rye Road APE extend from 
SR 64 along Rye Road to Golf Course Road, Golf Course Road from Rye Road to Upper 
Manatee River Road, and Upper. Manatee River Road from Golf Course Road to US 301. It 
should be noted that the Florida SHPO has reviewed six previous CRAS repotts which included 
portions of this undertaking's APE and concurred with the results of each. The Florida SHPO 
letters are included in Appendix D of the CRAS report. 

Archaeological b ackground research, including a review of the Florida Master Site File (FMSF), 
the NRHP and previous surveys indicated that four (8MA315, 8MA7l5, 8MA1343, 8MA1344) 
archaeological sites were recorded within and immediately adjacent to the respective APE. One 
of these sites, the Fort Hamer Site (8MA315), is a potentially NRHP-eligible resomce recorded 
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partially wi thin the Fort Hamer Bridge APE. Three of the FMSF fonns have been 
prepared/updated within the last five years and no additional updates were necessary. In 
addition, the FMSF fonns were previously submitted when the FHW A was the lead agency but 
copies of the three forms are included in Appendix B of the CRAS. 

• 	 8MA315, The Fort Hamer Site ~ This site was originally recorded based on informant 
information and several surveys have been conducted in the general site area. Most 
recent testing in 2010 yielded negative results. This site is a potentially NRHP~eligible 
resource. An updated FMSF form is included in Appendix A of the CRAS. 

• 	 8MA715, the Rye Bridge Mound~ This mound site was recorded based on inspection of 
a private collection and catalogue. Subsequent field surveys found the site to be no 
longer extant and based on the negative evidence, the SHPO concurred. A copy of the 
2006 FMSF form is included in Appendix B of the CRAS. 

• 	 8MA1343, The Mitchellville Cemetery- This cemetery, located west of Rye Road, was 
recorded based on the observance of one grave marker but testing yielded negative 
evidence. The SHPO determined this site not eligible for listing in the NRHP. However, 
this site may extend into the Rye Road APE. Thus, the SHPO recommended that if 
construction activities occur within 20 meters of the legal boundaries of 8MA1343, a 
professional archaeologist should monitor the construction activities. A copy of the 2007 
FMSF form is included in Appendix B of the CRAS. 

• 	 8MA1344, The Waters Edge Historic Scatter- This historic scatter, located north of the 
Manatee River, was discovered on the surface; shovel tests excavated in the site vicinity 
failed to produce subsurface artifacts or features. The SHPO detenninecl this site not 
eligible for listing in the NRHP. A copy of the 2006 FMSF form is included in Appendix 
B of the CRAS. 

Historical background research revealed no NRHP -listed or eligible resources. However, fiftee n 
historic reso urces are recorded within the Rye Road APE and none within the Ft. Hamer Road 
APE. The SHPO determined that 10 of these are not eligib le for listing in the NRHP; and five 
other structures have not been reviewed by the SHPO, but based on the professional opinion of 
the recorders, none is considered eligible for the NRHP. Since the FMSF forms have been 
prepared/updated within the last five years, no additional updates were necessary. In addition, 
the FMSF forms were previously submitted when the FHW A was the lead agency but copies of 
the 15 forms are included in Appendix B of the CRAS . 

• 	 8MA 121 6, Residence at 5432 Fort Hamer Road - was determined not eligible for listing 
in the NRHP by the SHPO. A copy of the 2008 FMSF fonn is included in Appendix B of 
the CRAS. 

• 	 8MA l217, Residence at 5909 Fort Hamer Road - was determined not eligible for listing 
in the NRHP by the SHPO. A copy of the 2008 FMSF fonn is included in Appendix B of 
the CRAS. 

2 


A-209



• 	 8MA1218, Residence at 5925 Fmt Hamer Road - has been demolished. A letter 
indicating this structure is no longer extant is included in appendix B of the CRAS. 

• 	 8MA1220, Residence at 12ll6 60th Street East- was determined not eligib le for listing 
in the NRHP by the SHPO. A copy of the 2008 FMSF form is included in Appendix B of 
the CRAS. 

• 	 8MA1222, Residence at 6104 Fort Hamer Road - was determined not eligible for listing 
in the NRHP by the SHPO. A copy of the 2008 FMSF form is included in Appendix B of 
the CRAS. 

• 	 8MA1223, Residence at 6108 Fort Hamer Road - was determined not eligible for listing 
in the NRHP by the SHPO. A copy of the 2008 FMSF form is included in Appendix B of 
the CRAS. 

• 	 8MA 1224, Residence at 6112 Fort Hamer Road - was detenninecl not eligible for listing 
in the NRHP by the SHPO. A copy of the 2008 FMSF fonn is included in Appendix B of 
the CRAS. 

• 	 8MA1225, Residence at 6204 Fott Hamer Road- was determined not eligible for listing 
in the NRHP by the SHPO. A copy of the 2008 FMSF form is included in Appendix B of 
the CRAS. 

• 	 8MA 1226, Residence at 12129 US 301 - was determined not eligible for listing in the 
NRHP by the SHPO. A copy of the 2008 FMSF form is included in Appendix B of the 
CRAS . 

• 	 SMA 14 72, The Palmetto Pines Golf Course Resource Group - does not appear eligible 
for listing in the NRHP. A copy of the 2006 FMSF form is included in Appendix B of 
the CRAS. 

• 	 8MA 14 74, Residence ca. 1956 at 14355 Golf Course Road- does not appear eligible for 
listing in the NRHP. A copy of the 2006 FMSF form is included in Appendix B of the 
CRAS. 

• 	 8MA1475, Residence at 15450 Golf Course Road - does not appear eligible for listing in 
the NRHP. A copy ofthe 2006 FMSF fonn is included in Appendix B of the CRAS. 

• 	 8MA1476, Residence at 3250 Rye Road - does not appear eligible for listing in the 
NRHP. A copy ofthe 2006 FMSF form is included in Appendix B of the CRAS. 

• 	 8MA1477, Bridge number 134022- was recorded in 2006 and did not appear el igible for 
listing in the NRH; it was replaced in 2008 and its new number is 134114. The FMSF 
form for the historic bridge recorded in 2006 is included in Appendix B. 
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e 	 8MA1524, Residence at 12125 US 301 North- was determined not eligible for listing in 
the NRHP by the SHPO. A copy of the 2008 FMSF form is included in Appendix B of 
the CRAS. 

Pursuant to 36 CFR 800, we request your opinion and concurrence with the above stated findings 
of significance. 

In accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, further coordination 
with your office will take place, and an analysis of the effects the alternatives may have on the 
significant resources will be prepared and submitted to the SHPO. 

The Coast Guard has extended an invitation to the Seminole Nation of Oklahoma and Seminole 
Tribe of Flmida to participate in this dialogue as consulting agents to accurately record the 
cultural significance of the Second Seminole War and sites like Fort Hamer. The previous Tribal 
Historic Preservation Officer (THPO), Willard Steele, opened a dialogue with FHWA and 
requested additional archival research to document the deportation process and, to the extent 
possible, identify individual Seminoles who were deported from Fort Hamer (established 
November 28, 1849, abandoned November 24, 1850. There was a tentative agreement with the 
previous THPO to use this information to develop a historic marker and/or exhibit to educate 
Flmida citizens and school children about Seminole heritage and culture. The Coast Guard will 
continue coordination with the Seminole Tribe regarding this agreement. 

If yo u have any questions, feel free to call Miss Evelyn Smart at (305) 415-6989. 

Encl: (1) Final Cultural Resource Assessment Survey 
(2) Florida Master Site File 
(3) Survey Log 
(4) 	CD FMSF form and Survey Log 
(5) Seminole Tribe of Florida correspondence to the Coast Guard 

Copy: Marion Almy, ACI, Set1!1er, Florida 
Martin Peate, P.E., URS Corporation South 
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U.S. Department 	 Commander 909 SE 1st Ave Rm 4 32 
Seventh Coast Guard District Miam i, FL 33131-3050 of Homeland Security 

Staff Symbol: (dpb) 
Phone: (305) 415-6989 

United States Fax: (305) 415-6763 

Coast Guard Email: Evel yn.Smart@uscg .mll 

16591/3823 
· serrar#-2238: · 

2 January 2013 

Mr. Leonard M. Harjo, Principal Chief 
Seminole Nation of Oklahoma 
P. 0. Box 1498 
Wewoka, OK 74884 

Dear Mr. Harjo: 

The United States Coast Guard (USCG), in conjunction w ith Manatee County, is transmitting 
this letter to inform the Seminole Nation of Oklahoma of the status of the preparation of a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement. 

Manatee County, in conjunction with the USCG, is developing an environmental study to 
document potential impacts resulting from proposed improvements to north/south traffic 
movements in eastern Manatee County, Florida. The widening and linking of Upper Manatee 
River Road with Fort Hamer Road, via construction of a new bridge across the Manatee River, 
will result in improved traffic flow, improved emergency response time and coverage, improved 
hurricane evacuation flow, and provide an alternative to 1~75 for north/south travelers. Bicycle 
lanes and sidewalks will be provided along the corridor and across the river on the bridge to 
accommodate those forms of transportation. The proposed action is expected to provide some 
relief to the existing congestion on I~75, particularly between SR 64 and US 301, until such time 
that separate planned improvements to 1-75 can be made. The new bridge will provide county 
residents an additional emergency evacuation route to the north. At the request of the Coast 
Guard and Manatee County, Archaeological Consultants, Incorporated in cooperation with URS 
Corporation South, conducted a Cultural Resource Assessment Survey (CRAS) for the proposed 
project. 

This assessment was designed and implemented to comply with the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA), Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, 
as implemented by 36 Code of Federal Regulations Part 800 (Pro tection of Historic Properties) 
and Chapter 267 of the Florida Statutes. 

This project is comprised of two distinct areas of potential effects (APE) : the Fort Hamer Bridge 
APE and the Rye Road APE. The limits of the Fort Hamer Bridge APE extend from 
approximately 600 feet (ft) north ofWaterlefe Boulevard on Upper Manatee River Road to 2,500 
ft south of Mulholland Road on Fort Hamer Road. The limits of the Rye Road AP E extend from 
SR 64 along Rye Road to Golf Course Road, Golf Course Road from Rye Road to Upper 
Manatee River Road, and Upper Manatee River Road from Golf Course Road to US 301. It 
should be noted that the Florida SHPO has reviewed six previous CRAS reports, which included 
portions of this undertaking's APE, and concurred with the results of each. The Florida SHPO 
letters are included in Appendix D of the CRAS report. 
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The Coast Guard would like to extend the Seminole Nation of Oklahoma an invitation to 
participate in this dialogue as consulting agents to accurately record the cultural significance of 
the Second Seminole War and sites like Fmi Hamer. The previous Tribal Historic Preservation 
Officer (THPO), Willard Steele, opened a dialogue with Federal Highway Administration when 
they were acting as lead federal agency for the proposed project and requested additional archival 
research to document the deportation process and, to the extent possible, identify individual 
S~-rninql~~ - w.ho WY~e__g5!P.9I.t~<LITQ!lt.t9rL1:-il.\WJ;.r:__(~~.tCJ.blished Nov.ernber 28-, 1849, .abandoned 
November 24, 1850). There were discussions with the previous THPO to use this infonnation to 
develop a historic marker and/or exhibit to educate Florida citizens and school children about 
Seminole heritage and culture. The Coast Guard, as lead federal agency, will continue 
coordination with the Seminole Tribe regarding these efforts. 

We look forward to hearing from you and working with you on this project. If you have any 
questions related to this project or would like to have more information, please feel free to call 
Miss Evelyn Smart at (3 05) 415-6989. 

Copy: CG-BRG-2 
Marion Almy, ACI, Seffner, Florida 
Martin Peate, P .E., URS Corporation South 
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U.S. Department 	 Commander 909 SE 1•1 Ave Rm 432 
Seventh Coast Guard District Miami, FL 33131-3050 of Homeland Security 

Staff Symbol : (dpb) 
Phone: (305) 415-69.89 

United States Fax: (305) 415-6763 
Coast Guard Email: Eve lyn.Smart@uscg.mi l 

1659113823 
Serial#:2239 
2 January 2013 

Dr. Paul Backhouse, THPO 
On behalf of Mr. James E. Billie 
Seminole Tribe ofFlorida 
30290 Josie Billie Hwy, PMB 1004 
Clewiston, FL 33440 

Dear Dr. Backhouse: · 

The United States Coast Guard (USCG), in conjunction with Manatee County, is transmitting 
this letter to infonn the Seminole Tribe of Florida of the status of the preparation of a Draft 
Envirorunental Impact Statement. 

Manatee County, in conjunction with the USCG, is developing an envirorunental study to 
document potential impacts resulting from proposed improvements to north/south traffic 
movements in eastern Manatee County, Florida. The widening and linking of Upper Manatee 
River Road with Fort Hamer Road, via construction of a new bridge across the Manatee River, 
will result in improved traffic flow, improved emergency response time and coverage, improved 
hurricane evacuation flo w, and provide an alternative to 1~75 for north/south travelers. Bicycle 
lanes and sidewalks will be provided along the corridor and across the river on the bridge to 
accommodate those forms of transportation. The proposed action is expected to provide some 
relief to the existing congestion on 1~75, particularly between SR 64 and US 301, until such time 
that separate planned improvements to I~75 can be made. The new bridge will provide county 
residents an additional emergency evacuation route to the north. At the request of the Coast 
Guard and Manatee County, Archaeological Consultants, Incorporated in cooperation with URS 
Corporation South, conducted a Cultural Resource Assessment Survey (CRAS) for the proposed 
project. 

This assessment was designed and implemented to comply with the National Enviromnental 
Policy Act (NEPA), Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, 
as implemented by 36 Code of Federal R egulations Part 800 (Protection of Historic Properties) 
and Chapter 267 of the Florida Statutes. 

This project is comprised of two distinct areas of potential effects (APE): the Fort Hamer Bridge 
APE and the Rye Road APE. The limits of the Fort Hamer Bridge APE extend from 
approximate ly 600 feet (ft) north of Waterlefe Boulevard on Upper Manatee River Road to 2,500 
ft soulh of Mulholland Road on Fort Hamer Road. The limits of the Rye Road APE extend from 
SR 64 along Rye Road to Golf Course Road, Golf Course Road from Rye Road to Upper 
Manatee River Road, and Upper Manatee River Road from Golf Course Road to US 30 l. It 
should be noted that the Florida SHPO has reviewed six previous CRAS reports, which included 
portions of this undertaking's APE, and concurred with the results of each. The Florida SHPO 
letters are included in Appendix D of the CRAS report. 
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The Coast Guard would like to extend the Seminole Tribe of Florida an invitation to participate 
in this dialogue as consulting agents to accurately record the cultural significance of the Second 
Seminole War and sites like Fort Hamer. The previous Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
(THPO), Willard Steele, opened a dialogue with Federal Highway Administration when they 
were acting as lead federal agency for the proposed project and requested additional archival 
research to document the deportation process and, to the extent possible, identify individual 
Seminoles who were deported from Fort Hamer (established November 28, 1849, abandoned 

·····--· ······"----·------~--------- -~-- ---···-·· ······ ·----~---------------- · ··-·-·-···- -·-·· ·· ··· - . . . . . - .. . ' . . .... 

November 24, 1850). There were discussions with the previous THPO to use this information to 
develop a historic marker and/or exhibit to educate Florida citizens and school children about 
Seminole heritage and culture. The Coast Guard, as lead federal agency, will continue 
coordination with the Seminole Tribe regarding these ~fforts. 

We look forward to hearing from you and working with you on this project. If you have any 
questions related to this project or would like to have more information, please feel free to call 
Miss Evelyn Smart at (305) 415-6989. 

Copy: CG-BRG-2 
Marion Almy, ACI, Seffner, Florida 
Martin Peate, P .E., URS Corporation South 
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FLORIDA DEPARTMENT ofSTATE 

RICK SCOTT 

Governor 
KENDETZNER 
Secretary of State 

Mr. Barry Dragon 
Director, Bridge Program 
U.S. Department ofHomeland Security 
United States Coast Guard 

February 6, 2013 

909 SE First A venue 
Miami, Florida 33131 

Re: DHR Project File No.: 2013-00188 I Received by DHR: January 10, 2013 
Draft: Cultural Resource Assessment Survey, Fort Hamer Bridge EIS, Manatee County, 
Florida 

Dear Mr. Dragon: 

Our office received and reviewed the above referenced survey report in accordance with Section 
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of1966 (Public Law 89-665), as amended in 1992, 
and 36 C.FR., Part 800: Protection ofHistoric Properties, and Chapter 267, Florida Statutes, 
for assessment ofpossible adverse impact to cultural resources (any prehistoric or historic 
district, site, building, structure, or object) listed, or eligible for listing, in the National Register 
of Historic Places (NRHP). 

In 2010 and 2011, Archaeological Consultants, Inc. (ACI) .conducted an archaeological and 
historical survey of the proposed Fort Hamer Bridge project areas on behalf ofURS Corporation 
Southern, Manatee County, and Bradenton. ACI identified three previously recorded 
archaeological sites (8MA315, 8MA715, and 8MA1344) within or in close proximity to the 
project area during the investigation. No evidence of the sites, or of the previously recorded 
Mitchellville Cemetery (8MA1343). ACI determined that the twelve historic buildings adjacent 
to the project corridor (8MA1216, 8MA1217, 8MA1220, 8MA1222 - 8MA1226~ 8MA1474 ­
8MA1476, and 8MA1524) do not appear to be eligible for listing in the NRHP. The historic golf 
course (8MA1472) is also ineligible for listing in the NRHP. The historic bridge (8MA1477) and 
one historic building (8MA1218) are no longer extant. 

Based on the information provided, our office finds the report complete and sufficient in 
accordance with Chapter lA-46, Florida Administrative Code. 

DIVISION OF HlSTORICAL RESOURCES 
R. A. Gray Building • 500 South Bronough Street • Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0250 ~

VIVA flORmA500. 
 ~

VIVA HORIDA ~00. 
 
Telephone: 850.245.6300 • www.llheritage.com · 

Commemorating 500 years ofFlorida llistory www.flaSOO.com
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Mr. Dragon 
February 6, 2013 
Page2 

However, we note that the historic portion of the golf course (8MA1472) is misplotted on the 
Florida Master Site File form based on historic aerial photographs. Also, we note that monitoring 
may be appropriate in the vicinity of the historic cemetery. Finally, our office would appreciate 
that copies of any additional archival research on Fort Hamer or the Seminole deportation process 
also be provided to our agency. 

We note that the US Coast Guard will continue to coordinate with our agency regarding project 
impacts; we look forward to receipt of the final report and continued consultation. 

For any questions concerning our comments, please contact Rudy Westerman, Historic 
Preservationist, by electronic mail at Rudy.Westerman@DOS.Myf.lorida.com, or by phone at 
850 .245.6333 . We appreciate your continued interest in protecting Florida's historic properties. 

Sincerely, 

Robert F. Bendus, Director 
Division of Historical Resources 
and State Historic Preservation Officer 
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Archaeological Consultants, Inc. 

From: Marion Almy [aci.malmy@comcast.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 05, 2013 10:55 AM 
To: 'Bradley Mueller' 
Cc: 'Evelyn.Smart@uscg.mil'; 'Peate, Martin' 
Attachments: SHPO RESPONSE TO GRAS FEB 2013.pdf 

Tracking: Recipient Read 

'Bradley Mueller' Read : 3/5/201311:07 AM 

'Evelyn.Smart@uscg.mil' 

'Peate, Martin' 

Dear Bradley: 

Good afternoon. 

I am contacting you, in your capacity as the Supervisor of the Compliance Section of the Tribal Historic Preservation 
Office, Seminole Tribe of Florida on behalf of the United States Coast Guard, and at the request of Ms. Evelyn Smart, 
Environmental Protection Specialists, U.S. Coast Guard ih District. 

We are inquiring about the status of the following two items : 

1. 	 Have you been able to locate any files or correspondence concerning former THPO Willard Steele and a 
proposed plaque/marker focusing on the events that occurred at and in association with Fort Hamer on the 
Manatee River? As you may know, the FHWA, URS Corporation, ACI, and Mr. Steele explored this avenue as an 
appropriate means of educating the public and identifying the Seminole presence at the fort as part of the Fort 
Hamer FHWA commitments in the Section 106 Process. At that time, discussions also focused on possibly 
placing the plaque/marker on the north side of the Manatee River at Manatee County's Fort Hamer Park so as to 
attract and educate motorists and boaters using the park. The US Coast Guard would like to document this 
FHWA/THPO coordination as part of their current efforts as the lead Federal agency for the proposed bridge, 
which is now a Manatee County project; FHWA is no longer involved . Perhaps the plaque/marker remains a 
viable opportunity. 

2. 	 Has your office completed its review of the Cultural Resource Assessment Survey (CRAS) report by ACI prepared 
for the Department of Homeland Security U.S. Coast Guard as Appendix C of the Draft Environmental Impact 
statement? Ms. Smart forwarded a copy of this document in December 2012. We received SHPO concurrence 
on February 6, 2013 (see attachment) and await your review so we can move forward . 

Thank you for taking time to help us, and please let me know if you have questions and/or need additional information. 

Best regards, 

Marion 

Marion M. Almy, RPA 

President 
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Smart, Evelyn CIV 

From: bradleymueller@semtribe.com on behalf of Bradley Mueller [bradleymueller@semtribe.com] 
Sent: Monday, March 11,201310:47 AM 
To: Smart, Evelyn CIV 
Subject: Fort Hamer Project 

Good Morning Evelyn, 

I have reviewed our Fort Hamer file and discussed the matter with Dr. Paul Backhouse (THPO), Anne Mullins (Deputy 
THPO), and others here. The previous THPO, Mr. Bill Steele, was concerned that the role that Fort Hamer played in 
Seminole history might be forgotten so he proposed that a memoria l plaque be installed in the general area of the Fort. 
It is still the desire of the Seminole Tribe of Florida (STOF) to have such a plaque. The STOF would be happy to discuss 
this matter with the U.S Coast Guard and to provide you text for the sign. Feel free to email or call me to discuss this 
further. Meanwhile, I am reviewing the Draft EIS and will provide you comments later today. Thank you for your time. 

Regards, 

Bradley M. Mueller, M.A., Supervisor 


Compliance Section 

Tribal Historic Preservation Office 

Seminole Tribe of Florida 

30290 Josie Billie Hwy, PMB 1004 

Clewiston, FL 33440 

Office: 863-983-6549 x12245 

Cell: 863-227-3692 

Fax: 863-902-1117 

Email: bradleymueller@semtribe.com 

Website: www.stofthpo.com 
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4/24/13 FW Fort Hamer Project.htm 

From: Evelyn.Smart@uscg.mil on behalf of Smart, Evelyn CIV [Evelyn.Smart@uscg.mil] 
Sent: Monday, March 11, 2013 10:56 AM 
To: martin.peate@urs.com; tom.pride@urs.com; aci.malmy@comcast.net 
Cc: Sugarman, Shelly H CIV; Dragon, Barry CIV; Mullen, Kevin P CTR 
Subject: FW: Fort Hamer Project 

Here is the latest from the STOF/THPO: It is still the desire of the Seminole Tribe of Florida (STOF) to have a 
memorial plaque installed in the general area of the Fort. 

EVELYN SMART 
Environmental Protection Specialist 
U.S. Coast Guard Seventh District 
Bridge Admin istration Branch 

Tel : {305) 415-6989 

From: bradleymueller@semtribe.com [mailto: bradleymueller@semtribe.coml 
Sent: Monday, March 11, 2013 10:47 AM 
To: Smart, Evelyn CN 
Subject: Fort Hamer Project 

Good Morning Evelyn, 

I have reviewed our Fort Hamer file and discussed the matter with Dr. Paul Backhouse (THPO), Anne Mullins 
(Deputy THPO), and others here. The previous THPO, Mr. Bill Steele, was concerned that the role that Fort 
Hamer played in Seminole history might be forgotten so he proposed that a memorial plaque be installed in 
the general area of the Fort. It is still the desire of the Seminole Tribe of Florida {STOF) to have such a plaque. 
The STOF would be happy to discuss this matter with the U.S Coast Guard and to provide you text for the sign. 
Feel free to email or call me to discuss this further. Meanwhile, I am reviewing the Draft EIS and will provide 
you comments later today. Thank you for your time. 

Regards, 

Bradley M. Mueller, M.A., Supervisor 


Compliance Section 

Tribal Historic Preservation Office 

S minoa r be o or cia 

30290 Josie Billie Hwy, PMB 1004 

Clewiston, FL 33440 

Office: 863-983-6549 x12245 

Cell: 863-227-3692 

Fax: 863-902-1117 

Ema i I : brad I eymu ell er @ s emt ri be.com 

Website: www.stofth po.com 
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18 March 2013 

Mr. Robert Bendus 

Director, Florida Division of Historical Resources 

State Historic Preservation Officer 

R.A. Gray Building- 4th Floor 

500 South Bronaugh Street 

Tallahassee, Fl 32399-0250 

RE: 	 DHR Project File No.: 2013-00188; Cultural Resource Assessment Survey, Fort Hamer Bridge EIS, Manatee 

County, Florida 

Dear Mr. Bendus: 

The United States Coast Guard (USCG} received your concurrence letter, dated February 6, 2013, for the Fort Hamer 

Bridge EIS and your request for additional information. Page 2 of your letter notes the following: 

"However, we note that the historic portion of the golf course (8MA1472} is misplotted on the Florida Master 

Site File form based on historic aerial photographs ... Finally our office would appreciate that copies of any 

additional archival research on Fort Hamer or the Seminole deportation process also be provided to our 

agency." 

In response to this comment, we are providing corrected pages 3c and 4 for the Florida Master Site File (FMSF} form 

8MA1472. We are also providing a hard copy of the Seminole deportation documentation and a compact disk (found in 

a sleeve on the inside back cover of the documentation report} that contains the Fort Hamer archival research. 

We are attaching a copy of your concurrence letter for your convenience. If any additional information is needed or you 

have questions, please do not hesitate to contact Miss Evelyn Smart at (305} 415-6989. 

Sincerely, 

Barry Dragon 

Director, Bridge Program 

U.S. Coast Guard 

Encl: 	 (1} Page 3c and 4 for FMSF 8MA1472 

(2} Documentation Concerning Second Seminole War 

(3} CD Fort Hamer Archival Research 

(4} SHPO Concurrence letter February 6, 2013 

Copy: Marion Almy, RPA, ACI, Sarasota, Florida 

Martin Peate, P.E., URS Corporation South 

Bradley M. Mueller, STOF- THPO 
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U.S. Department o~·
Homeland Security • "'~· 

Commander 
Seventh Coast Guard District 

909 SE First Avenue 
Miami, Florida 33131 
Staff Symbol: (dpb) 

United States 
Coast Guard 

Phone: (305} 415-6989 
Fax: \305} 415-6763 
Emal: Evelyn.Smart@uscg.mil 

16591/3823 
Serial: 2275 
25 March 2013 

Mr. Robert Bendus 
Director, Florida Division ofHistorical Resources 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
R. A. Gray Building - 4111 Floor 
500 South Bronaugh Street 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0250 

Dear Mr. Bendus: 

We have received your concurrence letter, dated Febmary 6, 2013, on the Cultural Resource Assessment 
Survey findings for the proposed construction of a highway bridge across the Manatee River, at Parrish, 
Manatee County, Florida and your request for additional information. Page 2 of your letter notes the 
following: 

"However, we note that the historic portion of the golfcourse (8MA1472) is misplotted on the 
Florida Master Site File form based on historic aerial photographs. Finally our office would 
appreciate that copies ofany additional archival research on Fort Hamer or the Seminole 
depo1tation process also be provided to our agency." 

In response to this comment, we are providing corrected pages 3c and 4 for the Florida Master Site File 
(FMSF) form 8MA1472. We are also providing a hard copy of the Seminole deportation documentation 
and ~ compact disk (found in a sleeve on the inside back cover of the documentation report) that contains 
the Fort Hamer archival research. 

We are attaching a copy ofyour concunence letter for your convenience. If any additional information is 
needed or you have questions, please do not hesitate to call me at (305) 415-6989. 

Sincerely, 

~YNsMART 

Environmental Protection Specialist 
U. S. Coast Guard 
By direction 

Encl: (I) Page 3c and 4 for FMSF 8MA1472 
(2) Documentation Concerning Second Seminole War 
(3) CD Fort Hamer Archival Research 
(4) SHPO Concurrence Letter February 6, 2013 

Copy: CG-BRG-2 
Dr. Paul Backhouse, STFO - THPO on behalf ofMr. James E. Billie 
Mru1in Peate, P .E., URS Corporation South 
Marion Almy, RPA,' ACI, Sarasota, Florida 
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DHR Project File No.: 2013-00188 

Cultural Resource Assessment Survey, Fort Hamer Bridge EIS, Manatee County, Florida 

The SHPO requested the two attached pages; they are page corrections for 8MA1472 
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Page 3c RESOURCE GROUP FORM Site #8 MA1472 


STREET OR PLAT MAP 


14355 Golf Course Road 
(Palmetto Pines Golf Course) 
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Site #8 MA1 472Page4 RESOURCE GROUP FORM 
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FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OfSTATE 
RICK SCOTT 

Governor 
KENDETZNER 
Secretary of State 

Ms. Evelyn Smart 
U.S. Department ofHomeland Security 
United States Coast Guard 
909 SE First Avenue 
Miami, Florida 33131 

April17,2013 

Re: DHRProject File No.: 2013~01370 I Received ·by DHR:April1, 2013 
Documentation Concerning Second Seminole War Fort Hamer and the Seminole 
Deportation, Manate e County, Florida (1849-185 0) 

Dear Ms. Smart: 

Our office received and reviewed the above referenced historical documentation in accordance 
with Section 1 06 of the National Historic Preservation Act of1966 (Public Law 89-665), as 
amended in 1992, and 36 C. F. R. , Part 800: Protection ofHistoric Properties, and Chapte~ 267, 
Florida Statutes, for assessment of possible adverse impact to.cultural resources (m1y prehistoric 
or historic di strict, site, building, structure, or object) listed, or eligible for listing, in the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP). 

Our office would like to thank you and Archaeological Consultants, Inc. (ACI) for forwarding us 
the Fort Hamer and Seminole Deportation historical documentation that was completed at the 
request of the Seminole Tribe of Florida during consultation regarding the proposed Fort Hamer 
Bridge. We have also received the corrected location map for the historic portion of the golf 
course (8MA1472) recorded dming another survey for the bridge project. 

For any questions concerning our comments, please contact Rudy Westerman, Historic 
Preservationist, by electronic mail at Rudy.Westenn a_rr@DOS.MyFlorida.com, or by phone at 
850.245.6333 . We appreciate your continued interest in protecting Florida's historic prope1ties. 

Sincerely, 

Robert F. Bend us, Director 
Division of Historical Resources 
and State Historic Preservation Officer 

DIVISION OF HISTORICAL RESOURCES 
R. A. Gray Building • 500 South Bronough Street • Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0250 ~ ~Telephone: 850.245.6300 • www.flheritage.com 

Commemorating 500 years ofFlorida history www.flaSOO.com 
VIVA flORIDA 5~1L VIVA flORIDA 500. 
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U.S. Department o~· 
Homeland Security •~: 

Commander 
Seventh Coast Guard District 

909 S. E. First Avenue 
Miami, Fl 33131-3028 
Staff Symbol : (dpb) 

United States 
Coast Guard 

Phone: (305) 415-6736 
Fax: (305) 415-6763 
Email: Randaii.D.Overton@uscg.mil 

1659113905 
Serial: 2296 
May 31, 2013 

MR. SIA MOLLANAZAR, P.E. 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR ENGINEERING SERVICES 
MANATEE COUNTY PUBLIC WORKS 
l 022 26TH AVE. E. 
BRADENTON, FL 34208 

Mr. Mollanazar: 

This letter is to document an Advance Approval determination which was made in 2005 for a 
bridge built across the Manatee River, mile 21.5, a tributary of the Gulf of Mexico, on Rye Road, 
Manatee County, Florida. 

Based on a determination in 2005, the bridge project across Manatee River did not require a 
Coast Guard bridge permit and qualified for Advance Approval. In such cases, the clearances 
provided for high water stages are considered adequate to meet the reasonable needs of 
navigation (33 CFR 115. 70). Although this project did not require a bridge permit other areas of 
Coast Guard jurisdiction did apply and were complied with; to wit: 

a. A waiver for navigational lighting was granted in accordance with 33 CFR 118. 

b. "As built" drawings (8 1/2 X 11 ") showing clearances through the bridge and 
sufficient data to allow this office to prepare a completion report were submitted to the Coast 
Guard. Also a photo of the completed bridge was provided for our bridge file and database. 

c. The lowest portion of the superstructure of the bridge across the waterway did clear 
the 1 00-year flood height elevation. 

This exemption does not necessarily apply to future modifications of this bridge or the 
construction of other bridges along this waterway since waterway usage may change over time. 
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Increased activity along this waterway could remove the bridge from the Advance Approval 
category. Please resubmit an updated "Bridge Project Questionnaire" if modification to this 
bridge is proposed. 

Please contact me at 305-415-6736 if you have any questions about this determination. 

Federal Permitting Agent 
Bridge Management Specialist 
U.S. Coast Guard 
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Avenue 
U.S. o~· Commander 909 S. E. First (Rm 432) 

Department Homeland Security • IIJ. Seventh Coast Guard District Miami, Fl 33131
Staff Symbol : (dpb) 

United States Phone: (305) 415-6736 
Fax: (305) 415-6763 


Coast Guard Email: randall.d.overtont@uscg.mil 
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July 24, 2013 

U. S. Fish & Wildlife Service 
North Florida Ecological Services Dffice 
7915 Baymeadows Way, Suite 200 
Jacksonville, FL 32256-7517 

Ms Dawn Jennings: 

Through this letter, the U.S. Coast Guard wishes to initiate consultation in accordance with 
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA). 

The Coast Guard is the Lead Federal Agency (LFA) for a proposed bridge construction project in 
Manatee County, Florida. A Wetlands Evaluation Report (WER) and Biological Assessment 
(BA) were completed in conjunction with the proposed project. The WER and BA were 
included as appendices D and E of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the 
project (dated June 21, 2013). The DEIS can be found at 
http ://www .uscg .rni l/ hq/cg5 /cg551 /CGLeadPro ject .asp 

Direct link to the WER: 
http ://www .uscg.mi l/ hq/cg5 /cg55 1/CGLeadProj cts files / rort%20Ham e r%20DEI %20June%2 
02013/Appendix D.pdf 
Direct link to the BA: 
http ://www.u cg.mil/hg/cg5 /cg551 / LeadProj ects file s/F ort%20Ham e r%2 0D IS%20.1une%2 
02013/ Appendix E.pdf 

Subsequent to publication of the DEIS, WER and the BA, in June, further refinements of the 
project design have necessitated minor revisions to the WER and the BA. The WER 
supplemental update and BA supplemental update are attached to the email which transmitted 
this letter. 

The DEIS studies three alternatives. In addition to the No Build Alternative, two build 
alternatives were analyzed; the Fort Hamer Road Alternative, and the Rye Road Alternative. 
These two build alternatives are depicted on the next page. 
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Manatee County has submitted a preliminary bridge permit application for the Fort Hamer 
Alternative as their Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA). Therefore, this consultation request will 
focus on the impacts reasonably likely to be associated with the Fort Hamer Road Alternative 
(LPA). 

The Fort Hamer Alternative consists of a new two-lane bridge crossing the Manatee River 
connecting the existing two-lane Upper Manatee River Road with the existing two-lane Fort 
Hamer Road. The construction limits of this alternative extend from just north of the back 
entrance of the Waterlefe subdivision to the nmth side ofthe Manatee River, a total of 
approximately 1.4 miles. The proposed bridge length is 2,570 feet. The study area for this 
alternative extends south to SR 64 and north to US 301 (6 miles) because of the increased traffic 
between these points that would result from this alternative. 

Wetland and Essential Fish Habitat Impact: 

Permanent unavoidable wetland impacts of the LPA occur in four wetland sites and total4.34 
acres (ac) (2.05 ac fill, 1.01 ac shading, 1.28 ac secondary); see Supplemental WER Update 2. 
The impacted wetland types include scrub, mixed hardwood swamp, salt marsh, mangrove, and 
stream (bottomland) . 

Temporary impacts to wetlands: It is anticipated that a temporary work trestle would be 
constructed across portions of the Manatee River to facilitate construction of the new bridge. It 
is anticipated that the temporary trestle would be 28 feet wide and would temporarily impact 
approximately 0.62 acres of wetland due to shading. Upon completion of construction the work 
trestle would be removed in its entirety. 
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Impacts to Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) with the LPA would total2.91 ac ofEFH (1.01 ac 
shading and 0.15 ac fill), principally to saltmarsh and bottomland, see Supplemental WER 
Update 9. 

Compensatory wetland mitigation described in the proposed conceptual mitigation plan consists 
of onsite wetland creation by excavation and planting at three riverbank locations to provide 
approximately 2.2 ac of mixed hardwood swamp, 2.1 ac oftidal saltmarsh, and 0.2 ac of 
mangrove wetlands. 

Proposed Construction Methodology and Potential Impacts: 

(Excerpted from the Supplemental Update to BA- Update 1) 
The Manatee River provides suitable habitat for the West Indian manatee in the Fort Hamer 
Alternative. Although no manatees were observed during field reviews, FNAI, FWS, and FWC 
have indicated that manatees are known to frequent the Manatee River and local residents have 
reported sightings of manatees in the vicinity of the Fort Hamer Alternative. The Manatee River 
within both build alternatives is designated as Critical Habitat for the manatee below the Lake 
Manatee Dam. 

Potential threats to the manatee as a result of implementation of the Fort Hamer Alternative 
include collision with construction vessels and acoustic impacts during construction. The 
segment of river immediately downstream of the proposed location of the Fort Hamer 
Alternative Bridge is a posted "Idle Speed/No Wake" zone. In addition to observing all posted 
speed zones in the river, all construction vessels will be required to operate at "Idle Speed/No 
Wake" speeds within 0.5-mile upstream and downstream of the construction site. Additionally, 
the selected construction contractor will be required to implement the Standard Manatee 
Conditions for In-Water Work (Appendix F) for all construction activities within the river. 

Acoustical effects on marine mammals, including manatees and dolphins- both of which have 
the potential to occur within the Fort Hamer Alternative Study Area, are an increasing concern 
with coastal and marine construction activities. Acoustic sources during bridge construction 
include blasting, boat motors, and installation of bridge piles. Blasting can be a significant 
acoustic source during bridge demolition; however, since demolition is not part of the Fort 
Hamer Alternative, no blasting will occur. 

The use of motorized tugboats and support vessels will be required for construction of the Fort 
Hamer Alternative. However, the commitment to operate all vessels at "Idle Speed/No Wake" 
speeds will minimize potential motorized noise impacts to manatees and other marine fauna 
present in the river. 

The installation of bridge pilings with hydraulic hammers (i.e., pile-driving) can generate 
acoustic vibrations within the water column. Although detailed construction methodologies for 
the Fort Hamer Alternative have not been developed, it is likely that many, if not all, of the 

2 
bridge support pilings would be driven with a hydraulic hammer. A total of 54 24-in pre­
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2 
stressed concrete pilings will be installed in the river channel, and an additional 137 24-in 
concrete pilings will be installed in the adjacent wetlands and shallow embayment between 
Wetland 3 and Wetland 4 (part of River 1). To minimize potential adverse effects to manatees 
and dolphins observers will be in place to observe the river during all pile-driving operations. If 
any manatees or dolphins are observed in the river within a 0.25-mile radius of the hammer 
location, pile-driving operations will cease until the animal(s) has exited the 0.25-mile buffer on 
its own. To facilitate observation of manatees and dolphins (and to accommodate nearby human 
residents), all pile-driving activities will be conducted during daylight hours only. Finally, 
floating turbidity barriers with skirt lengths sufficient to reach the river bottom (approximately 
12 feet maximum) will be placed around each piling during pile-driving operations. In addition 
to controlling turbidity, the barriers will lessen, though not eliminate, the acoustical vibrations 
generated during pile driving. With these commitments, it has been determined that the Fort 
Hamer Alternative "may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect" (MANLAA) the West 
Indian manatee. 

Listed Species Impacts (information excerpted from BA): 

Plants 

Although federally- and state-listed plant species have been documented within Manatee County, 
none have been documented within 1 mile of either alternative and none were observed during 
field reviews. Based on this information, it has been determined that both the will have no effect 
on any federally- or state-listed plant species. 

Fish 

Mangrove Rivulus 
State Species ofSpecial Concern 
While suitable habitat exists for the mangrove rivulus within the LP A, none were observed 
during the April 2010 field reviews and none have been documented within 1 mile of the 
alternative. Total impacts (shading, fill, and secondary) to mangrove habitat will be 0.20 acre. 
The conceptual wetlands mitigation for the project will result in the creation of 0.20 acres of 
mangrove habitat. (See the Wetlands Evaluation Report in Appendix D ofthe DEIS for a 
description of the proposed conceptual mitigation.) Therefore, a determination ofMANLAA was 
made for the mangrove rivulus. 

Reptiles and Amphibians: 

Eastern Indigo Snake 
Federally Threatened 
While no eastern indigo snakes were observed during field reviews, suitable habitat for this 
species does exist within both build alternatives. The FWS and FWC approved standard 
protection measures for the eastern indigo snake (Appendix E of the BA) will be implemented 
during the clearing and construction phases for the selected alternative. As a result of this 
commitment, a determination of MANLAA was made for the eastern indigo snake. 
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Gopher Tortoise and Commensal Species 
State Threatened/Species ofSpecial Concern 
Suitable habitat is available within the LPA for the gopher tortoise (state-listed as Threatened), 
Florida mouse (SSC), gopher frog (SSC), and pine snake (SSC). Gopher tortoise burrows were 
observed north of the Manatee River adjacent to the. The Florida mouse, gopher frog, and pine 
snake have not been documented within 1 mile of the LP A and none were observed during field 
reviews. Approximately 17 acres of suitable habitat (uplands) within the LPA construction 
limits will need to be surveyed for the presence of gopher tortoise burrows prior to construction. 
If gopher tortoises or their burrows are found in or within 25 feet ofthe construction limits of the 
selected alternative, Manatee County will coordinate with the FWC to secure permits needed to 
relocate the gopher tortoises and associated commensal species prior to construction. With this 
commitment, a determination of MANLAA was made for the gopher tortoise, Florida mouse, 
gopher frog, and pine snake. 

Birds 

Florida Scrub Jay 
Federally Threatened 
Suitable habitat for the Florida scrub jay does not exist within the Study Area and no scrub jays 
are reported within the study area. For these reasons, implementation of the LP A will have no 
effect on the Florida scrub jay. 

Other Wading Birds 
State Species ofSpecial Concern 
No wading bird rookeries are located within either alternative; however, the little blue heron, 
reddish egret, snowy egret, limpkin, tricolored heron, white ibis, and roseate spoonbill have the 
potential to forage in the drainage ditches and wetlands within both of the alternatives. A little 
blue heron, white ibis, snowy egret, and tricolored heron were observed in the LPA. The primary 
concern for impacts to these wading birds is the loss of habitat (wetlands) for foraging. All 
wetland impacts will be mitigated to prevent a net loss of wetland functions and values. Because 
lost foraging habitat would be replaced through wetland mitigation, a determination of no effect 
was made for these wading bird species. 

Florida Burrowing Owl 
State Species ofSpecial Concern 
Potentially suitable nesting and foraging habitat for the Florida burrowing owl exists within the 
limits of both build alternatives. However, no burrowing owls or their burrows were observed 
during field reviews and none have been documented within 1 mile of the two build alternatives. 
To avoid potential impacts to this species, Manatee County will resurvey appropriate upland 
habitats within the study area of the selected alternative for burrowing owls or their burrows 
prior to construction. If any burrows are located in the study area, Manatee County will 
coordinate with FWC to develop and implement the appropriate protection criteria prior to 
construction. With this commitment, a determination of no effect was made for the Florida 
burrowing owl. 
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Crested Caracara 
Federally Threatened 
The LP A is not located within the FWS consultation area for the crested caracara; however, 
suitable foraging and marginal nesting habitat exist. No crested caracara were observed during 
field reviews and none have been documented within 1 mile of this alternative. A determination 
has been made that the LP A will have no effect on the crested caracara. 

Southeastern American Kestrel 
State Threatened 
While suitable nesting and foraging habitat exists for the southeastern American kestrel within 
the limits of both alternatives, no kestrels were observed during the field reviews. Due to its 
mobility and ability to use adjacent areas for nesting and foraging, it has been determined that 
LPA will have no effect the southeastern American kestrel. 

Florida Sandhill Crane 
State Threatened 
Suitable nesting and foraging habitat is available within both build alternatives for the Florida 
sandhill crane. Sandhill cranes were observed within both build alternatives during field reviews. 
For both of the alternatives, wetland impacts would be mitigated to prevent a net loss of wetland 
functions and values. In addition, Manatee County will resurvey the selected alternative's study 
area for Florida sandhill crane nests prior to construction. If Florida sandhill crane nests are 
found within the study area, Manatee County will coordinate with the FWC to ensure project 
construction will not adversely impact this species. With this commitment, a determination of no 
effect was made for the Florida sandhill crane. 

Wood Stork 
Federally Endangered 
Suitable nesting and foraging habitat for the wood stork is available within both build 
alternatives. Based on FWS data (2010a), both alternatives are located within the 15-mile CFA 
of two wood stork rookeries (see Figure 5). In order to make a determination of the build 
alternatives' potential effects on the wood stork, the construction impacts resulting from both 
build alternatives were assessed using the Wood Stork Effect Determination Key (FWS, 2010b). 
A review of FNAI and FWS information indicates that neither alternative is located within 2,500 
feet of an active wood stork colony site; however, both alternatives are located within the CF A 
of two active wood stork nesting colonies. Either build alternative would impact more than 0.5 
acre of suitable foraging habitat (SFH) (0.5 acre is the threshold for a "not likely to adversely 
affect" determination). The LPA would result in fill and shading impacts to 4.68 acres of SFH. 
To minimize adverse effects to the wood stork, the FWS recommends compensation be provided 
for impacts to foraging habitat (FWS, 2010b). Wetlands offered as compensation should be of 
the same hydroperiod and located within the CFAs ofthe affected wood stork colonies. To 
compensate for the loss of SFH, implementation of the selected alternative 1) will include 
creation of habitat and foraging function equal, at a minimum, to that being impacted; 2) will not 
be contrary to the FWS Habitat Management Guidelines for the Wood Stork in the Southeast 
Region (Ogden, 1990), and 3) will be in accordance with the Clean Water Act, Section 404(b)1 
guidelines. Based on this assessment, and with this commitment, a determination of MANLAA 
was made for the wood stork. 
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Brown Pelican 
State Species ofSpecial Concern 
Suitable nesting and foraging habitat exists for the brown pelican within the LP A and brown 
pelicans were observed flying over this alternative during the April 2010 field reviews. However, 
due to its mobility and ability to use adjacent surface waters and proposed mitigation sites for 
foraging, it has been determined that the LPA will have no effect on the brown pelican. Suitable 
nesting and foraging habitat does not exist for the brown pelican within the Rye Road 
Alternative. Therefore, it has been determined that the Rye Road Alternative will have no effect 
on the brown pelican. 

Mammals: 

Florida Mouse 

See description under Gopher Tortoise and Commensal Species above. 


Sherman's Fox Squirrel 
State Species ofSpecial Concern 
While suitable nesting and foraging habitat exists for the Sherman's fox squirrel within both 
build alternatives, none were observed during the field reviews and none have been documented 
within 1 mile of either alternative. Due to its mobility and ability to use adjacent upland habitats 
for nesting and foraging, it has been determined that both the Fort Hamer Alternative and the 
Rye Road Alternative will have no effect on the Sherman's fox squirrel. 

West Indian Manatee 
Federally Endangered 
The Manatee River provides suitable habitat for the West Indian manatee in the LPA. Though no 
manatees were observed during field reviews, FNAI, FWS, and FWC have indicated that 
manatees are known to frequent the Manatee River and local residents have reported sightings of 
manatees in the vicinity of the LPA. The Manatee River within both alternatives is designated as 
Critical Habitat for the manatee below the Lake Manatee Dam. To minimize potential adverse 
impacts to the manatee as a result of construction of the LPA, Manatee County will utilize the 
FWS and FWC approved Standard Manatee Conditions for In-Water Work (Appendix F) for all 
construction activities within the Manatee River. Manatee County will also coordinate with the 
FWS and the FWC to determine the appropriate, site-specific manatee protection measures to be 
implemented during construction (see above). With these commitments, a determination of 
MANLAA was made for the West Indian manatee 

Proposed Avoidance, Minimization, Mitigation Measures: 

Eastern Indigo Snake 
Federally Threatened 
While no eastern indigo snakes were observed during field reviews, suitable habitat for this 
species does exist within both build alternatives. The FWS and FWC approved standard 
protection measures for the eastern indigo snake (Appendix E-ofthe BA) will be implemented 
during the clearing and construction phases for the selected alternative. 
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West Indian Manatee 
Federally Endangered 
The Manatee River provides suitable habitat for the West Indian manatee in the LP A. The 
segment of river immediately downstream of the proposed bridge location is a posted "Idle Speed/No 
Wake" zone. In addition to observing all posted speed zones in the river, all construction vessels will 
be required to operate at "Idle Speed/No Wake" speeds within 0.5-mile upstream and downstream of 
the construction site. Additionally, the selected construction contractor will be required to implement 
the Standard Manatee Conditions for In-Water Work (Appendix F) for all construction activities 
within the river. 

Acoustical effects on marine mammals, including manatees and dolphins - both of which have 
the potential to occur within the LP A Study Area, are an increasing concern with coastal and 
marine construction activities. Acoustic sources during bridge construction may include blasting, 
boat motors, and installation of bridge supports (pile-driving). Blasting can be a significant 
acoustic source during bridge demolition; however, since demolition is not part of the proposed 
action, no blasting will occur. 

The use of motorized tugboats and support vessels will be required for construction of the LP A. 
However, the commitment to operate all vessels at "Idle Speed/No Wake" speeds will minimize 
potential motorized noise impacts to manatees and other marine fauna present in the river. To 
minimize potential adverse effects to manatees and dolphins observers will be in place to observe 
the river during all pile-driving operations. If any manatees or dolphins are observed in the river 
within a 0.25-mile radius of the hammer location, pile-driving operations will cease until the 
animal(s) has exited the 0.25-mile buffer on its own. To facilitate observation of manatees and 
dolphins (and to accommodate nearby human residents), all pile-driving activities will be 
conducted during daylight hours only. Also, floating turbidity barriers with skirt lengths 
sufficient to reach the river bottom (approximately 12 feet maximum) will be placed around each 
piling during pile-driving operations. In addition to controlling turbidity, the barriers will lessen, 
though not eliminate, the acoustical vibrations generated during pile driving. 

Wood Stork 
Federally Endangered 
To compensate for the loss of SFH, implementation of the selected alternative 1) will include 
creation of habitat and foraging function equal, at a minimum, to that being impacted; 2) will not 
be contrary to the FWS Habitat Management Guidelines for the Wood Stork in the Southeast 
Region (Ogden, 1990), and 3) will be in accordance with the Clean Water Act, Section 404(b)l 
guidelines. 

Gopher Tortoise and Commensal Species 
State Threatened/Species ofSpecial Concern 
Suitable habitat is available within the LPA for the gopher tortoise (state-listed as threatened), 
Florida mouse (SSC), gopher frog (SSC), and pine snake (SSC). Gopher tortoise burrows were 
observed north of the Manatee River adjacent to the LPA. The Florida mouse, gopher frog, and 
pine snake have not been documented within 1 mile of the LP A, and none were observed during 
field reviews. Approximately 17 acres of suitable habitat (uplands) within the LPA construction 
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limits will need to be surveyed for the presence of gopher tortoise burrows prior to construction. 
If gopher tortoises or their burrows are found in or within 25 feet of the construction limits of the 
selected alternative, Manatee County will coordinate with the FWC to secure permits needed to 
relocate the gopher tortoises and associated commensal species prior to construction 

Summary of Coast Guard Determinations: 

Based on the information contained in the BA and WER, including the supplemental updates, the 
Coast Guard determines: 

For Federally-listed species, the listed species effect determination for the LPA (Fort Hamer 
Road Alternative) includes "may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect" or MANLAA, for 
three Federally-listed faunal species (Eastern indigo snake, West Indian manatee (Critical 
Habitat], and wood stork). A determination ofNo Effect was applied to one floral species and 
three avian species (Florida goldenaster, Florida scrub jay, Florida grasshopper sparrow, and 
crested caracara). See Appendix E (BA), Table 8, page E-49. 

The listed species effect determination for this alternative includes "may affect, but is not likely 
to adversely affect" MANLAA for four Florida state-listed faunal species (gopher tortoise, pine 
snake, Florida mouse, and gopher frog). A determination ofNo Effect was applied to nine floral 
species and thirteen faunal species. See Appendix E (BA), Table 8, page E-49, 50. 

Sincerely, 

RANDALL D. OVERTON 
Bridge Management Specialist 
U.S. Coast Guard 

Enclosure: 	 Wetland Evaluation Report (WER) as an embedded link 
Biological Assessment (BA) as an embedded link 
WER Supplemental update as an email attachment 
BA Supplemental update as an email attachment 

Copy: CGHQ-BRG-2 as an email 
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DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY 
U.S. COAST GUARD 

PROPOSED NEW BRIDGE ACROSS THE MANATEE RIVER, MILE 15.0, 

AT PARRISH, MANATEE COUNTY, FLORIDA 


SUPPLEMENTAL UPDATE 


TO 


BIOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT (JUNE 2013) 


SUPPLEMENT UPDATE PREPARED 

JULY 19,2013 


OVERVIEW: In June 2013 Manatee County, in conjunction with the United States Coast Guard, 
prepared a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) to document a study of proposed 
improvements to north/south traffic movements in eastern Manatee County. For the purposes of the 
DEIS, two build alternatives were evaluated (in addition to a No-Build Alternative). Appendix E of 
the DEIS contains a Biological Assessment (BA) which describes the habitats and listed species 
potentially present within each build alternative and the effects that implementation of each build 
alternative would have on listed species and critical habitat. Since publication ofthe DEIS and BA, 
additional design details of the preferred alternative (the Fort Hamer Alternative) have become 
available and allow refinement of the habitat impacts and effects that would result from 
implementation of the Fort Hamer Alternative. This Supplemental Update provides construction 
methodologies (as known to-date) and a revised description of habitat impacts and effects on the 
West Indian manatee. 

A-238



Supplemental Update to 
June 2013 Wetlands Evaluation Report 

Update 1: Section 5.5, page 5-5 and 5-6. The discussion ofthe West Indian manatee is revised as 
follows: 

West Indian Manatee 

Federally Endangered 

The Manatee River provides suitable habitat for the West Indian manatee in the Fort Hamer 
Alternative. Although no manatees were observed during field reviews, FNAI, FWS, and FWC 
have indicated that manatees are known to frequent the Manatee River and local residents have 
reported sightings of manatees in the vicinity of the Fort Hamer Alternative. The Manatee River 
within both build alternatives is designated as Critical Habitat for the manatee below the Lake 
Manatee Dam. 

Potential threats to the manatee as a result of implementation of the Fort Hamer Alternative 
include collision with construction vessels and acoustic impacts during construction. The 
segment of river immediately downstream of the proposed location ofthe Fort Hamer Alternative 
Bridge is a posted "Idle Speed/No Wake" zone. In addition to observing all posted speed zones 
in the river, all construction vessels will be required to operate at "Idle Speed/No Wake" speeds 
within 0.5-mile upstream and downstream of the construction site. Additionally, the selected 
construction contractor will be required to implement the Standard Manatee Conditions for In­
Water Work (Appendix F) for all construction activities within the river. 

Acoustical effects on marine mammals, including manatees and dolphins - both of which have 
the potential to occur within the Fort Hamer Alternative Study Area, are an increasing concern 
with coastal and marine construction activities. Acoustic sources during bridge construction 
include blasting, boat motors, and installation of bridge piles. Blasting can be a significant 
acoustic source during bridge demolition; however, since demolition is not part of the Fort 
Hamer Alternative, no blasting will occur. 

The use of motorized tugboats and support vessels will be required for construction of the Fort 
Hamer Alternative. However, the commitment to operate all vessels at "Idle Speed/No Wake" 
speeds will minimize potential motorized noise impacts to manatees and other marine fauna 
present in the river. 

The installation of bridge pilings with hydraulic hammers (i.e., pile-driving) can generate 
acoustic vibrations within the water column. Although detailed construction methodologies for 
the Fort Hamer Alternative have not been developed, it is likely that many, if not all, of the 
bridge support pilings would be driven with a hydraulic hammer. A total of 54 24-in2 prestressed 
concrete pilings will be installed in the river channel. An additional 137 24-in2 concrete pilings 
will be installed in the adjacent wetlands and shallow embayment between Wetland 3 and 
Wetland 4. To minimize potential adverse effects to manatees and dolphins observers will be in 
place to observe the river during all pile-driving operations. If any manatees or dolphins are 
observed in the river within a 0.25-mile radius of the hammer location, pile-driving operations 
will cease until the animal(s) has exited the 0.25-mile buffer on its own. To facilitate observation 
of manatees and dolphins (and to accommodate nearby human residents), all pile-driving 
activities will be conducted during daylight hours only. Finally, floating turbidity barriers with 
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skirt lengths sufficient to reach the river bottom (approximately 12 feet maximum) will be placed 
around each piling during pile-driving operations. In addition to controlling turbidity, the 
barriers will lesson, though not eliminate, the acoustical vibrations generated during pile driving. 
With these commitments, it has been determined that the Fort Hamer Alternative "may affect, but 
is not likely to adversely affect" the West Indian manatee. 

With the Rye Road Alternative, it is very unlikely for manatees to inhabit the river adjacent to the 
Rye Road Bridge due to the shallow nature and narrow confines of the river at this location. Due 
to these restrictions, no water-borne vessels would be used to construct the Rye Road Alternative 
Bridge; all construction would be land-based. For these reasons, it has been determined that the 
Rye Road Alternative "may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect" the West Indian manatee. 
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Pride, Tom 

from: Randaii.D.Overton@uscg.mil on behalf of Overton, Randall D CIV 
< Randaii.D.Overton@uscg.mil > 

Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2013 10:47 AM 
To: Pride, Tom; Peate, Martin 
Subject: FW: ESA Section 7 Consultation Request and EFH Consultation Request for proposed 

bridge construction Manatee River 
Attachments: NMfS ESA Section 7and EFH consultation request.pdf; WER Supplemental Update_ 

19July2013.pdf; BA Supplemental Update_19July2013.pdf 

FYSA- I sent consultation request to NMFS 

-----Original Message----­

From: Overton, Randall D CIV 

Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2013 10:46 AM 
To: 'nmfs.ser.esa.consultations@noaa.gov' 

Cc: Sugarman, ShellyCIV; Dragon, Barry ClV; Mullen, Kevin P CTR 
Subject: ESA Section 7 Consultation Request and EFH Consultation Request for proposed bridge construction Manatee 

River 

Please find attached a request for ESA Section 7 and EFH Consultations for a proposed bridge construction project across 

the Manatee River. The proposed new bridge would be constructed across the Manatee River approximately 15 miles 

upstream from the mouth of the river. The bridge and associated roadway would be between Upper Manatee River 
Road (south of the Manatee River) to Fort Hamer Road (north of the Manatee River), near Parrish, Manatee County, 
Florida. latitude 27o 31.165' N, longitude 82o 25.720' W. 

The attached letter" NMFS ESA Section 7and EFH consultation request" contains web links to the Wetland Evaluation 
Report (WER) and Biological Opinion (BA) prepared for the proposed project. WER and BA supplemental updates which 

slightly refine the WER and BA are attached to this email. 

Randall Overton 

Federal Permit Agent USCG 
909 SE 1st Ave Suite 432 

Miami, Fl 33131 

(305) 205-0795 Cell 
(305) 415-6736 Office 
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Commander 	 909 S. E. First Avenue (Rm 432) U.S. Department o~·Homeland Security • Seventh Coast Guard District 	 Miami, Fl 33131 

staff Symbol: (dpb) 

Phone: (305) 415-6736 
United States Fax : (305) 415-6763 


Coast Guard Email: randall.d.overtont@uscg .mil 


16450 
July 24, 2013 

National Marine Fisheries Service 
Southeast Regional Office 
263 13th A venue South 
St. Petersburg, FL 33701-5505 

Dear Sir or Madam: 

Through this letter, the U.S. Coast Guard wishes to initiate consultation in accordance with 
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) and to initiate consultation under the Magnuson­
Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MSFCMA) for Essential Fish Habitat. 

The Coast Guard is the Lead Federal Agency (LFA) for a proposed bridge construction project in 
Manatee County, Florida. A Wetlands Evaluation Report (WER) and Biological Assessment 
(BA) were completed in conjunction with the proposed project. The WER and BA were 
included as appendices D and E of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (D EIS) for the 
project (dated June 21 , 2013) . The DEIS can be found at 
http:// www.uscg.millhq /cg5 /c255 I I LeadProjccts.asp 

Direct link to the WER: 
http ://www .uscg.mil / hq/cg5 /cg551 / GLeadProjects files/ ·ort%20Hamer%2 0D I %2 0June%2 
02013/Appendix D.pdf 
Direct link to the BA: 
http: // ww .u cg.mi l/ hq/cg5 /cg551 / GLeadProjects fi le / Fort%20Hame r%20 I %20June%2 
02013 / Append ix E.pdf 

Subsequent to publication of the DEIS , WER and the BA , in June, further refinements of the 
project design have necessitated minor revisions to the WER and the BA. The WER 
supplemental update and BA supplemental update are attached to the email which transmitted 
this letter. 

The DEIS studies three alternatives. In addition to the No Build Alternative, two build 
alternatives were analyzed; the Fort Hamer Road Alternative, and the Rye Road Alternative . 
These two build alternatives are depicted on the next page. 
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Manatee County has submitted a preliminary bridge permit application for the Fort Hamer 
Alternative as their Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA). Therefore, this consultation request will 
focus on the impacts reasonably likely to be associated with the Fort Hamer Road Alternative 
(LPA). 

The Fort Hamer Alternative consists of a new two-lane bridge crossing the Manatee River 
connecting the existing two-lane Upper Manatee River Road with the existing two-lane Fot1 
Hamer Road . The construction limits of this alternative extend from just north of the back 
entrance of the Waterlefe subdivision to the north side of the Manatee River, a total of 
approximately 1.4 miles. The proposed bridge length is 2,570 feet. The study area for this 
alternative extends south to SR 64 and north to US 301 (6 miles) because ofthe increased traffic 
between these points that would result from this alternative. 

Wetland and Essential Fish Habitat Impact: 

Permanent unavoidable wetland impacts of the LPA occur in four wetland sites and total4.34 
acres (ac) (2.05 ac fill, 1.01 ac shading, 1.28 ac secondary); see Supplemental WER Update 2. 
The impacted wetland types include scrub, mixed hardwood swamp, salt marsh, mangrove, and 
stream (bottomland). 

Temporary impacts to wetlands: It is anticipated that a temporary work trestle would be 
constructed across pottions of the Manatee River to facilitate construction of the new bridge. It 
is anticipated that the temporary trestle would be 28 feet wide and would temporarily impact 
approximately 0.62 acres of wetland due to shading. Upon completion of construction the work 
trestle would be removed in its entirety . 
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Impacts to Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) with the LPA would total2.91 ac ofEFH (1.01 ac 
shading and 0.15 ac fill), principally to saltmarsh and bottomland, see Supplemental WER 
Update 9. 

Compensatory wetland mitigation described in the proposed conceptual mitigation plan consists 
of onsite wetland creation by excavation and planting at three riverbank locations to provide 
approximately 2.2 ac of mixed hardwood swamp, 2.1 ac of tidal saltmarsh, and 0.2 ac of 
mangrove wetlands. 

Proposed Construction Methodology and Potential Impacts: 

(Excerpted from the Supplemental Update to BA- Update 1) 
The Manatee River provides suitable habitat for the West Indian manatee in the Fort Hamer 
Alternative. Although no manatees were observed during field reviews, FNAI, FWS, and FWC 
have indicated that manatees are known to frequent the Manatee River and local residents have 
reported sightings of manatees in the vicinity of the Fort Hamer Alternative. The Manatee River 
within both build alternatives is designated as Critical Habitat for the manatee below the Lake 
Manatee Dam. 

Potential threats to the manatee as a result of implementation of the Fort Hamer Alternative 
include collision with construction vessels and acoustic impacts during construction. The 
segment of river immediately downstream ofthe proposed location of the Fort Hamer 
Alternative Bridge is a posted "Idle Speed/No Wake" zone. In addition to observing all posted 
speed zones in the river, all construction vessels will be required to operate at "Idle Speed/No 
Wake" speeds within 0.5-mile upstream and downstream of the construction site. Additionally, 
the selected construction contractor will be required to implement the Standard Manatee 
Conditions for In-Water Work (Appendix F) for all construction activities within the river. 

Acoustical effects on marine mammals, including manatees and dolphins - both of which have 
the potential to occur within the Fort Hamer Alternative Study Area, are an increasing concern 
with coastal and marine construction activities. Acoustic sources during bridge construction 
include blasting, boat motors, and installation of bridge piles. Blasting can be a significant 
acoustic source during bridge demolition; however, since demolition is not part of the Fort 
Hamer Alternative, no blasting will occur. 

The use of motorized tugboats and support vessels will be required for construction of the Fort 
Hamer Alternative. However, the commitment to operate all vessels at "Idle Speed/No Wake" 
speeds will minimize potential motorized noise impacts to manatees and other marine fauna 
present in the river. 

The installation of bridge pilings with hydraulic hammers (i.e., pile-driving) can generate 
acoustic vibrations within the water column. Although detailed construction methodologies for 
the Fort Hamer Alternative have not been developed, it is likely that many, if not all, of the 
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2 
stressed concrete pilings will be installed in the river channel, and an additional 137 24-in 
concrete pilings will be installed in the adjacent wetlands and shallow embayment between 
Wetland 3 and Wetland 4 (part of River 1). To minimize potential adverse effects to manatees 
and dolphins observers will be in place to observe the river during all pile-driving operations. If 
any manatees or dolphins are observed in the river within a 0.25-mile radius of the hammer 
location, pile-driving operations will cease until the animal(s) has exited the 0.25-mile buffer on 
its own. To facilitate observation of manatees and dolphins (and to accommodate nearby human 
residents), all pile-driving activities will be conducted during daylight hours only. Finally, 
floating turbidity barriers with skirt lengths sufficient to reach the river bottom (approximately 
12 feet maximum) will be placed around each piling during pile-driving operations. In addition 
to controlling turbidity, the barriers will lessen, though not eliminate, the acoustical vibrations 
generated during pile driving. With these commitments, it has been determined that the Fort 
Hamer Alternative "may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect" (MANLAA) the West 
Indian manatee. 

Listed Species Impacts (information excerpted from BA): 

Plants 

Although federally- and state-listed plant species have been documented within Manatee County, 
none have been documented within 1 mile of either alternative and none were observed during 
field reviews. Based on this information, it has been determined that both the will have no effect 
on any federally- or state-listed plant species. 

Fish 

Mangrove Rivulus 
State Species ofSpecial Concern 
While suitable habitat exists for the mangrove rivulus within the LPA, none were observed 
during the April2010 field reviews and none have been documented within 1 mile of the 
alternative. Total impacts (shading, fill, and secondary) to mangrove habitat will be 0.20 acre. 
The conceptual wetlands mitigation for the project will result in the creation of 0.20 acres of 
mangrove habitat. (See the Wetlands Evaluation Report in Appendix D of the DEIS for a 
description of the proposed conceptual mitigation.) Therefore, a determination ofMANLAA was 
made for the mangrove rivulus. 

Reptiles and Amphibians: 

Eastern Indigo Snake 
Federally Threatened 
While no eastern indigo snakes were observed during field reviews, suitable habitat for this 
species does exist within both build alternatives. The FWS and FWC approved standard 
protection measures for the eastern indigo snake (Appendix E of the BA) will be implemented 
during the clearing and construction phases for the selected alternative. As a result of this 
commitment, a determination of MANLAA was made for the eastern indigo snake. 
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Gopher Tortoise and Commensal Species 
State Threatened/Species ofSpecial Concern 
Suitable habitat is available within the LPA for the gopher tortoise (state-listed as Threatened), 
Florida mouse (SSC), gopher frog (SSC), and pine snake (SSC). Gopher tortoise burrows were 
observed north of the Manatee River adjacent to the. The Florida mouse, gopher frog, and pine 
snake have not been documented within 1 mile of the LP A and none were observed during field 
reviews. Approximately 17 acres of suitable habitat (uplands) within the LPA construction 
limits will need to be surveyed for the presence of gopher tortoise burrows prior to construction. 
If gopher tortoises or their burrows are found in or within 25 feet of the construction limits of the 
selected alternative, Manatee County will coordinate with the FWC to secure permits needed to 
relocate the gopher tortoises and associated commensal species prior to construction. With this 
commitment, a determination of MANLAA was made for the gopher tortoise, Florida mouse, 
gopher frog, and pine snake. 

Birds 

Florida Scrub Jay 
Federally Threatened 
Suitable habitat for the Florida scrub jay does not exist within the Study Area and no scrub jays 
are reported within the study area. For these reasons, implementation of the LPA will have no 
effect on the Florida scrub jay. 

Other Wading Birds 
State Species ofSpecial Concern 
No wading bird rookeries are located within either alternative; however, the little blue heron, 
reddish egret, snowy egret, limpkin, tricolored heron, white ibis, and roseate spoonbill have the 
potential to forage in the drainage ditches and wetlands within both of the alternatives. A little 
blue heron, white ibis, snowy egret, and tricolored heron were observed in the LPA. The primary 
concern for impacts to these wading birds is the loss of habitat (wetlands) for foraging. All 
wetland impacts will be mitigated to prevent a net loss of wetland functions and values. Because 
lost foraging habitat would be replaced through wetland mitigation, a determination of no effect 
was made for these wading bird species. 

Florida Burrowing Owl 
State Species ofSpecial Concern 
Potentially suitable nesting and foraging habitat for the Florida burrowing owl exists within the 
limits of both build alternatives. However, no burrowing owls or their burrows were observed 
during field reviews and none have been documented within 1 mile of the two build alternatives . 
To avoid potential impacts to this species, Manatee County will resurvey appropriate upland 
habitats within the study area of the selected alternative for burrowing owls or their burrows 
prior to construction. If any burrows are located in the study area, Manatee County will 
coordinate with FWC to develop and implement the appropriate protection criteria prior to 
construction. With this commitment, a determination of no effect was made for the Florida 
burrowing owl. 
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Crested Caracara 
Federally Threatened 
The LPA is not located within the FWS consultation area for the crested caracara; however, 
suitable foraging and marginal nesting habitat exist. No crested caracara were observed during 
field reviews and none have been documented within 1 mile of this alternative. A determination 
has been made that the LP A will have no effect on the crested caracara. 

Southeastern American Kestrel 
State Threatened 
While suitable nesting and foraging habitat exists for the southeastern American kestrel within 
the limits of both alternatives, no kestrels were observed during the field reviews. Due to its 
mobility and ability to use adjacent areas for nesting and foraging, it has been determined that 
LPA will have no effect the southeastern American kestrel. 

Florida Sandhill Crane 
State Threatened 
Suitable nesting and foraging habitat is available within both build alternatives for the Florida 
sandhill crane. Sandhill cranes were observed within both build alternatives during field reviews. 
For both of the alternatives, wetland impacts would be mitigated to prevent a net loss of wetland 
functions and values. In addition, Manatee County will resurvey the selected alternative's study 
area for Florida sandhill crane nests prior to construction. If Florida sandhill crane nests are 
found within the study area, Manatee County will coordinate with the FWC to ensure project 
construction will not adversely impact this species. With this commitment, a determination of no 
effect was made for the Florida sandhill crane. 

Wood Stork 
Federally Endangered 
Suitable nesting and foraging habitat for the wood stork is available within both build 
alternatives. Based on FWS data (2010a), both alternatives are located within the 15-mile CFA 
of two wood stork rookeries (see Figure 5). In order to make a determination of the build 
alternatives' potential effects on the wood stork, the construction impacts resulting from both 
build alternatives were assessed using the Wood Stork Effect Determination Key (FWS, 2010b). 
A review ofFNAI and FWS information indicates that neither alternative is located within 2,500 
feet of an active wood stork colony site; however, both alternatives are located within the CF A 
of two active wood stork nesting colonies. Either build alternative would impact more than 0.5 
acre of suitable foraging habitat (SFH) (0.5 acre is the threshold for a "not likely to adversely 
affect" determination). The LPA would result in fill and shading impacts to 4.68 acres of SFH. 
To minimize adverse effects to the wood stork, the FWS recommends compensation be provided 
for impacts to foraging habitat (FWS, 2010b). Wetlands offered as compensation should be of 
the same hydroperiod and located within the CFAs of the affected wood stork colonies. To 
compensate for the loss of SFH, implementation of the selected alternative 1) will include 
creation of habitat and foraging function equal, at a minimum, to that being impacted; 2) will not 
be contrary to the FWS Habitat Management Guidelines for the Wood Stork in the Southeast 
Region (Ogden, 1990), and 3) will be in accordance with the Clean Water Act, Section 404(b)l 
guidelines. Based on this assessment, and with this commitment, a determination of MANLAA 
was made for the wood stork. 
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Brown Pelican 
State Species ofSpecial Concern 
Suitable nesting and foraging habitat exists for the brown pelican within the LP A and brown 
pelicans were observed flying over this alternative during the April2010 field reviews. However, 
due to its mobility and ability to use adjacent surface waters and proposed mitigation sites for 
foraging, it has been determined that the LP A will have no effect on the brown pelican. Suitable 
nesting and foraging habitat does not exist for the brown pelican within the Rye Road 
Alternative. Therefore, it has been determined that the Rye Road Alternative will have no effect 
on the brown pelican. 

Mammals: 

Florida Mouse 

See description under Gopher Tortoise and Commensal Species above. 


Sherman's Fox Squirrel 

State Species ofSpecial Concern 
While suitable nesting and foraging habitat exists for the Sherman's fox squirrel within both 
build alternatives, none were observed during the field reviews and none have been documented 
within 1 mile of either alternative. Due to its mobility and ability to use adjacent upland habitats 
for nesting and foraging, it has been determined that both the Fort Hamer Alternative and the 
Rye Road Alternative will have no effect on the Sherman's fox squirrel. 

West Indian Manatee 
Federally Endangered 
The Manatee River provides suitable habitat for the West Indian manatee in the LP A. Though no 
manatees were observed during field reviews, FNAI, FWS, and FWC have indicated that 
manatees are known to frequent the Manatee River and local residents have reported sightings of 
manatees in the vicinity of the LP A. The Manatee River within both alternatives is designated as 
Critical Habitat for the manatee below the Lake Manatee Dam. To minimize potential adverse 
impacts to the manatee as a result of construction of the LP A, Manatee County will utilize the 
FWS and FWC approved Standard Manatee Conditions for In-Water Work (Appendix F) for all 
construction activities within the Manatee River. Manatee County will also coordinate with the 
FWS and the FWC to determine the appropriate, site-specific manatee protection measures to be 
implemented during construction (see above). With these commitments, a determination of 
MANLAA was made for the West Indian manatee 

Proposed Avoidance, Minimization, Mitigation Measures: 

Eastern Indigo Snake 
Federally Threatened 
While no eastern indigo snakes were observed during field reviews, suitable habitat for this 
species does exist within both build alternatives. The FWS and FWC approved standard 
protection measures for the eastern indigo snake (Appendix E-ofthe BA) will be implemented 
during the clearing and construction phases for the selected alternative. 
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West Indian Manatee 
Federally Endangered 
The Manatee River provides suitable habitat for the West Indian manatee in the LPA. The 
segment of river immediately downstream of the proposed bridge location is a posted "Idle Speed/No 
Wake" zone. In addition to observing all posted speed zones in the river, all construction vessels will 
be required to operate at "Idle Speed/No Wake" speeds within 0.5-mile upstream and downstream of 
the construction site. Additionally, the selected construction contractor will be required to implement 
the Standard Manatee Conditions for In-Water Work (Appendix F) for all ~onstruction activities 
within the river. 

Acoustical effects on marine mammals, including manatees and dolphins- both of which have 
the potential to occur within the LP A Study Area, are an increasing concern with coastal and 
marine construction activities . Acoustic sources during bridge construction may include blasting, 
boat motors, and installation of bridge supports (pile-driving). Blasting can be a significant 
acoustic source during bridge demolition; however, since demolition is not part of the proposed 
action, no blasting will occur. 

The use of motorized tugboats and support vessels will be required for construction of the LP A. 
However, the commitment to operate all vessels at "Idle Speed/No Wake" speeds will minimize 
potential motorized noise impacts to manatees and other marine fauna present in the river. To 
minimize potential adverse effects to manatees and dolphins observers will be in place to observe 
the river during all pile-driving operations . If any manatees or dolphins are observed in the river 
within a 0.25-mile radius of the hammer location, pile-driving operations will cease until the 
animal(s) has exited the 0.25-mile buffer on its own. To facilitate observation of manatees and 
dolphins (and to accommodate nearby human residents), all pile-driving activities will be 
conducted during daylight hours only. Also, floating turbidity barriers with skirt lengths 
sufficient to reach the river bottom (approximately 12 feet maximum) will be placed around each 
piling during pile-driving operations. In addition to controlling turbidity, the barriers will lessen, 
though not eliminate, the acoustical vibrations generated during pile driving. 

Wood Stork 
Federally Endangered 
To compensate for the loss of SFH, implementation of the selected alternative 1) will include 
creation of habitat and foraging function equal, at a minimum, to that being impacted; 2) will not 
be contrary to the FWS Habitat Management Guidelines for the Wood Stork in the Southeast 
Region (Ogden, 1990), and 3) will be in accordance with the Clean Water Act, Section 404(b) 1 
guidelines. 

Gopher Tortoise and Commensal Species 
State Threatened/Species ofSpecial Concern 
Suitable habitat is available within the LPA for the gopher tortoise (state-listed as threatened), 
Florida mouse (SSC), gopher frog (SSC) , and pine snake (SSC). Gopher tortoise burrows were 
observed north of the Manatee River adjacent to the LPA. The Florida mouse, gopher frog, and 
pine snake have not been documented within 1 mile of the LP A, and none were observed during 
field reviews. Approximately 17 acres of suitable habitat (uplands) within the LPA construction 
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limits will need to be surveyed for the presence of gopher tortoise burrows prior to construction. 
If gopher tortoises or their burrows are found in or within 25 feet of the construction limits of the 
selected alternative, Manatee County will coordinate with the FWC to secure permits needed to 
relocate the gopher tortoises and associated commensal species prior to construction 

Summary of Coast Guard Determinations: 

Based on the information contained in the BA and WER, including the supplemental updates, the 
Coast Guard determines: 

For Federally-listed species, the listed species effect determination for the LPA (Fort Hamer 
Road Alternative) includes "may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect" or MANLAA, for 
three Federally-listed faunal species (Eastern indigo snake, West Indian manatee [Critical 
Habitat], and wood stork). A determination ofNo Effect was applied to one floral species and 
three avian species (Florida goldenaster, Florida scrub jay, Florida grasshopper sparrow, and 
crested caracara). See Appendix E (BA), Table 8, page E-49. 

The listed species effect determination for this alternative includes "may affect, but is not likely 
to adversely affect" MANLAA for four Florida state-listed faunal species (gopher tortoise, pine 
snake, Florida mouse, and gopher frog). A determination ofNo Effect was applied to nine floral 
species and thirteen faunal species. See Appendix E (BA), Table 8, page E-49, 50. 

Sincerely , 

OVERTON.RANDALL. ~~7=trtlMRTGNw.MJ,.u 

0.11 
DNc• U'io• U.'iGo............... .,. . DoD,.......

11176970 
P!Cl 


;;:-.us~~';J~:~;;~04~Ll_D1111116910 

RANDALL D. OVERTON 
Bridge Management Specialist 
U.S. Coast Guard 

Enclosure: Wetland Evaluation Report (WER) as an embedded link 
Biological Assessment (BA) as an embedded link 
WER Supplemental update as an email attachment 
BA Supplemental update as an email attachment 

Copy: CGHQ-BRG-2 as an email 
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DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY 
U.S. COAST GUARD 

PROPOSED NEW BRIDGE ACROSS THE MANATEE RIVER, MILE 15.0, 

AT PARRISH, MANATEE COUNTY, FLORIDA 


SUPPLEMENTAL UPDATE 


TO 


WETLANDS EVALUATION REPORT 

(JUNE 2013) 


SUPPLEMENT UPDATE PREPARED 

JULY 19, 2013 


OVERVIEW: In June 2013 Manatee County, in conjunction with the United States Coast Guard, 
prepared a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) to document a study of proposed 
improvements to north/south traffic movements in eastern Manatee County. For the purposes of the 
DEIS, two build alternatives were evaluated (in addition to a No-Build Alternative) . Appendix D of 
the DEIS contains a Wetlands Evaluation Report (WER) which documents and describes existing 
wetland and surface water habitats found within the study area for each build alternative and assesses 
the potential wetland and surface water impacts associated with each build alternative. Since 
publication of the DEIS and WER, additional design details of the preferred alternative (the Fort 
Hamer Alternative) have become available and allow refinement of the wetland impacts that would 
result from implementation of the Fort Hamer Alternative. This Supplemental Update presents the 
revised wetland impacts, including impacts to Essential Fish Habitat (EFH), and the calculation of 
functional loss associated with these impacts pursuant to the Uniform Mitigation Assessment Method 
(UMAM). 
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Update 1: Section 3.1, page 3-1. The following wetland impact minimization measure is added to 
the bullet list: 

• 	 For the Fort Hamer Alternative, the bridge supports have been consciously located outside of 
seagrass areas. 

Update 2: Section 3.2.1. The entire section is revised as follows: 

3.2.1 FORT HAMER ALTERNATIVE 

Because a temporary work trestle may be used to construct this alternative, the potential wetland 
impacts have been separated into pennanent and temporary impacts . 

Permanent Impacts 

Table 7 summarizes the unavoidabl e permanent wetland impacts that would result from 
implementation of the Fort Hamer Alternative. A total of 3.06 acres of wetlands would be 
directly impacted by the construction of this alternative; this includes 2.05 acres of dredge/fill 
impacts and 1.01 acres of shading impacts (2.05 +1.01 = 3.06). An additional 1.28 acres of 
wetlands are considered to have secondary impacts based on SWFWMD criteria. Thus, the Fort 
Hamer Alternative would result in 4.34 acres of permanent wetland impacts (3 .06 + 1.28 = 4.34) . 
All of these impacts would require compensatory mitigation. 

TABLE7 
PERMANENT WETLAND IMPACT SUMMARY- FORT HAMER ALTERNATIVE 

Direct Impact 

Acres Secondary Total 


FLUCFCS FWS Dredge/ Impact Impact 

Wetland Classification1 Classification2 Description FiU Shadjue Acres Acres 


Mixed Wetland 

617 PF01C 	 0.50 0.00 0.14 0.64

Hardwoods 
Wetland 1 

631 PSS 1C Wetland Scrub 1.48 0.00 0.05 1.53 

Sub-total Wetland I 1.98 0.00 0.19 2.17 


63 1 E2SS3A Wetland Scr ub 0.01 0.10 0.04 0.15 

Wet land 2 642 E2EM I P Saltmarsh 0.01 0.12 0.22 0.35 


Sub-total Wetland 2 0.02 0.22 0.26 0.50 

612 E2SS3N Mangroves 0.01 0.05 0.05 0.11 


Stream & Lake 

615 PF01P Swamp 0.01 0.21 0.22 
 0.44

Wetland 3 (Bottomland) 
642 E2EM 1N Saltmarsh 0.03 0.50 0.51 1.04 

Sub-total Wetland 3 0.05 0.76 0.78 1.59 
642 E2EM 1N Saltmarsh 0.0003 O.Q3 0.06 0.09 

Wetlan d 4 
Sub-total Wetland 4 0.0003 0.03 0.06 0.09 

Total 2.05 1.01 1.28 4.34 
Totals may not add due to round mg. 
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Shading impacts from low bridges (i.e., bridges with a height to width ratio of less than 0. 7) have 
been shown to result in decreased vegetative growth beneath the bridge (Broome et a/., 2005). 
Approximately 48 percent of the proposed Fort Hamer Alternative bridge would have a height­
to-width ratio of 0.7, including the structure over the saltmarsh surrounding the peninsula 
between the north and south shorelines of the river. The remaining 52 percent of the bridge 
would have a height-to-width ratio between 0.4 and 0.7. The extent of wetland shading for the 
Fort Hamer Alternative bridge would be further reduced by the north/south orientation of the 
bridge, which allows more sunlight beneath the bridge in the early morning and late afternoon 
hours. 

Sparse (less than ten percent cover) patches of widgeon grass occur beneath the proposed Fort 
Hamer Alternative bridge, along the north bank of the main river channel adjacent to Wetland 3. 
Reduced productivity of the widgeon grass is possible in this area due to shading; however, the 
bridge structure would be approximately 32 feet above the water surface at this location. For this 
reason, and because of the north-south alignment of the structure, the total impact to widgeon 
grass as a result of shading is expected to be de minim us. 

Temporary Impacts 

It is anticipated that a temporary work trestle would be constructed across the Manatee River as 
part of this alternative. Design details of the trestle would be determined by the contractor (yet to 
be selected); however, the typical section would be designed based on the weight bearing 
capacity needed to support the construction equipment. A similar structure used on a recent 
construction project consisted of a 28-foot wide timber deck structure supported on steel pipe 
pilings and steel cross-beam supports. The trestle would be constructed adjacent and parallel to 
the permanent, two-lane bridge and would remain in place until construction of the bridge deck is 
completed. 

A 28-foot wide trestle would result in 0.62 acre of temporary shading impacts to vegetated 
wetlands and temporary de minimus fill impacts to wetlands and the open water portion of the 
Manatee River. It is anticipated that a temporary trestle would create the least amount of impacts 
to the mangroves, saltmarshes, and shallow portions of the Manatee River compared to other 
construction methodologies. Construction and use of the temporary trestle should result in 
insignificant, temporary wetland impacts that would restore naturally after the structure is 
removed. 

Update 3: Section 3 .3, Table 9, pages 3-6 and 3-7. Table 9 is revised as shown below . 
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TABLE9 
REPRESENTATIVE UMAM SCORES1 FOR WETLANDS (FOR FILL/SHADE IMPACTS) 

Location and Water Community 
Landscape Support Environment Structure Score (sum/30) FLUCFCS FWS 

Wetland Classification2 Classification3 Description Current With Current With Current With Current With Delta 

Fort Hamer Alternative 

Mixed Wetland 

Swamp (Bottomland) 

Wetland 14 
617 (Fill) PF01C 

Hardwoods 
4 0 7 0 8 0 0.63 0 0.63 

631 (Fill) PSS1C Wetland Scrub 4 0 6 0 7 0 0.57 0 0.57 

Wetland2 

631 (Fill) 
631 (Shad e) 

642 (Fill) 
642 (Shade) 

E2SS3A 

E2EM1P 

Wetland Scrub 

Saltmarsh 

6 
6 
6 
6 

0 
5 
0 
5 

4 
4 
8 
8 

0 
3 
0 
7 

4 
4 
7 
7 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0.47 
0.47 
0.70 
0.70 

0 
0.27 

0 
0.40 

0.47 
0.20 
0.70 
0.30 

612 (Fill) 
612 (Shade) 

E2SS3N Mangroves 
7 
7 

0 
6 

8 
8 

0 
6 

8 
8 

0 
0 

0.77 
0.77 

0 
0.40 

0.77 
0 .37 

Wetland 3 
615 (Fill) 

615 (Shade) 
PF01P 

Stream Swamp 
(Bottomland) 

7 
7 

0 
6 

8 
8 

0 
6 

7 
7 

0 
0 

0.73 
0.73 

0 
0.40 

0.73 
0.33 

642 (Fill) 
642 (Shade) 

E2EM1N Saltmarsh 
7 
7 

0 
6 

8 
8 

0 
6 

8 
8 

0 
0 

0.77 
0.77 

0 
0.40 

0.77 
0.37 

Wetland4 
642 (Fill) 

642 (Shade) 
E2EM1N Saltmarsh (Shoreline) 

5 
5 

0 
4 

8 
8 

0 
7 

6 
6 

0 
0 

0.63 
0.63 

0 
0.37 

0.63 
0.27 

Rye RoadAlternative 

Wetland 5 510 PUB2Jx Stream (Channelized) 5 4 7 6 4 0 0.53 0.33 0.20 

Wetland 6 618 PSS1C Willow 3 0 5 0 5 0 0.43 0.00 0.43 

Wetland 7 510 PUB2Jx Stream (Channelized) 5 4 4 3 4 0 0.43 0.23 0.20 

Wetland 8 510 PUB2Jx Stream (Channelized) 5 4 7 6 6 0 0.60 0.33 0 .27 

Wetland 9 615 PF01C 
Stream Swamp 
(Bottomland) 

5 4 4 3 7 0 0.53 0 .23 0.30 

Wetland 10 615 PFOlC 
Stream Swamp 
(Bottomland) 

7 0 7 0 7 0 0.70 0.00 0.70 

Wetland 11 510/ 615 R2UB2/PF01C 
Stream and Stream 

Swamp (Bottomland) 
3 2 7 6 7 0 0.57 0.27 0.30 

Wetland 12 510/615 R2UB2/PF01C 
Stream and Stream 

Swamp (Bottomland) 3 2 7 6 7 0 0.57 0.27 0.30 

Wetland 13 510/615 R2UB2/PFOIJ 
Stream and Stream 

3 2 6 5 6 0 0.50 0.23 0.27 

Continued on next page 
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LO<:ation and Water Community 
Landscape Support Environment Structure Score (snm/30) FLUCFCS FWS 

Wetland Classificationz Classification3 Description Current With Current With Current With Current With Delta 
Stream and Stream 

Wetland 14 615 PFOIJ 7 0 7 0 6 0 0.67 0.00 0.67 Swamp (Bottomland) 
Wetland Forested 

Wetland 15 630 PF01C 7 0 8 0 7 0 0.73 0.00 0 .73Mixed 

1 UMAM scores have not been approved by permitting agencies and are subject to change during the permitting process. 
2 FDOT, 1999 . 

Cowardin, et al., 1979. 
4 Assumes no mitigation required for impacts to open water portion of Wetland 1 (FLUCFCS 530 -Pond) because this pond is being incorporated into the proposed surface 

water management system. No mitigation is required for shading to unvegetated open surface waters. 

Update 4: Section 3.3, Table 10, page 3-8 . Table 10 is revised as shown below. 

A
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TABLE 10 

REPRESENTATIVE UMAM SCORES(t) FOR WETLANDS 


- ·- ----­
Location & 

Water Community
FWS Landscape Score (sum/30) 

Wetland FLUCFCS(z) Description Environment Structure DeltaClassification<3l Support 
Current With Current With Current With Current With 

Wetland 617 PF01C Mixed Wetland Hardwoods 4 3 7 7 8 8 0.63 0.60 0.03 
1 631 PSS1C Wetland Scrub 4 3 6 6 7 7 0 .57 0.54 0.03 

Wetland 631 E2SS3A Wetland Scrub 6 5 4 4 4 4 0.46 0.43 0.04 
2 642 E2EMIP Saltmarsh 6 5 8 8 7 7 0.70 0.67 0 .03 

612 E2SS3N Mangroves 7 6 8 8 8 8 0.77 0.73 0 .04 
Wetland Stream & Lake Swamp 

615 PF01P 7 6 8 8 7 7 0.73 0.70 0.033 (Bottomland) 
642 E2EMIN Saltmarsh 7 6 8 8 8 8 0.77 0.73 0.04 

We~and I 642 E2EM1N Saltmarsh (Shoreline) 5 4 8 8 6 6 0.63 0.60 0.03 
-

I - UMAM scores have not been approved by permitting agencies and are subject to change during the permittmg process . 

2- Florida Department ofTransportation (FDOT), Florida Land Use, Cover and Forms Classification System Handbook (FLUCFCS) (Third edition, 1999). 

3- U .S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS), Classification ofWetlands and Deepwater Habitats ofthe United States (Coward in, eta/., 1979) 


Update 5: Section 3.3, Table 11, page 3-9 and 3-10. Table 11 is revised as shown below . 
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TABLEll 
UMAM SUMMARY FOR DREDGE/FILL/SHADE WETLAND IMPACTS 

FLUCFCS 
Wetland Classification1 FWS Classification2 Description Delta Impact Acres Functional Loss 

Fort Hamer Alternative 

617 PF01C Mixed Wetland Hardwoods 0.63 fill 0.50 0.32 

Wetland 1 631 PSS1C Wetland Scrub 0.57 fill 1.48 0.84 

Sub-total- Wetland 1 1.98 1.16 

631 E2SS3A Wetland Scrub 
0.47 fill 

0.20 shade 
0.009 
0. 103 

0.004 
0.021 

Wetland 2 642 E2EM1P Saltmarsh 0.70 fill 
0 .30 shade 

0.009 
0.116 

0.006 
0.035 

Sub-total- Wetland 2 0.24 0.07 

612 E2SS3N Mangroves 
0.77 fill 

0.37 shade 
0.005 
0.054 

0.004 
0.020 

Wetland 3 
615 PF01P 

Stream & Lake Swamp 
(Bottomland) 

0.73 fill 
0.33 shade 

0.009 
0.214 

0.007 
0.071 

642 E2EM1N Saltmarsh 
0.77 fill 

0.37 shade 
0.034 
0.497 

0.026 
0.184 

Sub-total- Wetland 3 0.81 0.31 

Wetland4 
642 E2EM1N Saltmarsh (Shoreline) 0.63 fill 

0.27 shade 
0.0003 
0.027 

0.0002 
0.007 

Sub-total- Wetland 4 0.03 0.01 

Total -Fort Hamer Alternative 3.06 1.56 

Rye Road Alternative 

Wetland 5 510 PUB2Jx Stream (Channelized) 0.20 0.06 0.01 

Wetland 6 618 PSS1C Willow 0.43 0.19 0.08 

Wetland 7 510 PUB2Jx Stream (Channelized) 0.20 0.03 O.oJ 
Wetland 8 510 PUB2Jx Stream (Channelized) 0.27 0.08 0.02 

Wetland 9 615 PF01C Stream Swamp (Bottomland) 0.30 0.07 0.02 

Wetland 10 615 PF01C Stream Swamp (Bottomland) 0.70 0.61 0.43 

Wetland 11 510/615 R2UB2/PFO 1 C 
Stream and Stream Swamp 

(Bottomland) 
0.30 0.20 0.06 

Wetland 12 510/6 15 R2UB2/PFOIC 
Stream and Stream Swamp 

(Bottomland) 
0.30 0.40 0.12 

Continued on next page A
-257
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Wed:md 

Wetland 13 

Wetland 14 

Wetland 15 

FLUCFCS 
Classificatioo1 

510/615 

615 

630 

FWS C lassificatioo2 

R2UB2/PFO 1J 

PFOlJ 

PF01C 

Descriptio.n 
Stream and Stream Swamp 

(Bottomland) 
Stream and Stream Swamp 

(Bottomland) 

Wetland Forested Mixed 

Ddta 

0.27 

0.67 

0.73 

Impact Acres 

0.22 

0.14 

0.52 

Functioilal Loss 

0.06 

0.09 

0.38 

-

Total Functional Loss- Rye RoadAlt.ern.ative 2.52 1.28 
-

2 
FDOT, 1999 . 
Cowardin, eta!., 1979. 
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Update 6: Section 3.3, Table 12, page 3-11. Table 12 is revised as shown below. 

TABLE 12 

UMAM SUMMARY FOR FORT HAMER ALTERNATIVE SECONDARY WETLAND IMPACTS 


FLUCFCS FWS Impact Functional 
Wetland Classification1 Classification2 Description Delta Acres Loss 

Mixed Wetland 
617 PFOIC 0.03 0.14 0.004

Hardwoods 
Wetland 1 631 PSS1C Wetland Scrub 0.03 0.046 0.001 


Sub-total- Wetland 1 0.19 0.005 


631 E2SS3A Wetland Scrub 0.03 0.036 0.001 


Wetland 2 642 E2EM1P Saltmarsh 0.03 0.215 0.006 


Sub-total- Wetland 2 0.25 0.007 


612 E2SS3N Mangroves 0.04 0.054 0.002 


Stream & Lake Swamp 
615 PFOIP 0.03 0.219 0.007 

Wetland 3 (Bottomland) 


642 E2EMIN Saltmarsh 0.04 0.508 0.02 


Sub-total- Wetland 3 0.78 0.03 


642 E2EM1N Saltmarsh (Shoreline) 0.03 0.063 0.002 

Wetland4 

Sub-total- Wetland 4 0.06 0.002 

Totals (rounded) 1.28 0.04 

I FDOT, 1999. 
2 Cowardin, eta/., 1979. 

Update 7: Section 3.3, page 3-11. The second paragraph is revised as follows: 

Table 13 summarizes the wetland impacts and UMAM functional loss for each build alternative. 
A total of 4.34 acres of unavoidable wetland impacts for the Fort Hamer Alternative would 
require mitigation. As shown in Table 13, these 4.34 acres of wetland impacts would result in a 
UMAM functional loss of 1.60. 

Update 8: Section 3.3 , Table 13, page 3-12. Table 13 is revised as shown below. 

8 

A-259



Supplemental Update to 
June 2013 Wetlands Evaluation Report 

TABLE 13 
WETLAND IMPACTS AND UMAM FUNCTIONAL LOSS 

Fill/Shade Secondary Total 
Functional Functional Functional 

Wetla.nd Acres Loss Acres Loss Acres Loss 

Fort Hamer Allemative 

Wetland 1 1.98 1.16 0.19 0.005 2.17 1.16 

Wetland 2 0.24 0.07 0.25 0.007 0.49 0.08 

Wetland 3 0.81 0.32 0.78 0.03 1.59 0.34 

Wetland 4 0.03 0.01 0.06 0.002 0.09 0.01 

Totals (rounded) 3.06 1.56 1.28 0.04 4.34 1.60 

Rye Road Alternative 

Wetland 5 0.06 0.01 0.06 0.01 

Wetland 6 0.19 0.08 0.19 0.08 

Wetland 7 0.03 0.01 0.03 0.01 

Wetland 8 0.08 0.02 0.08 0.02 

Wetland 9 0.07 0.02 0.07 0.02 

Wetland 10 0.61 0.43 No Secondary Impacts for Rye 0.61 0.43 

Wetland 11 0.20 0.06 Road Alternative 0.20 0.06 

Wetland 12 0.40 0.12 0.40 0.12 

Wetland 13 0 .22 0.06 0.21 0.06 

Wetland 14 0.14 0.09 0.14 0.09 

Wetland 15 0.52 0.38 0.52 0.38 

Totals (rounded) 2.52 1.28 2.52 1.28 

Note: Numbers may not add due to roundmg. 

Update 9: Section 4.5, page 4-4. The first paragraph of Section 4.5 is revised as follows: 

As described previously, Wetlands 2, 3, 4, and River 1 (Manatee River) within the Fort Hamer 
Alternative qualify as EFH. As shown in Table 15, the Fort Hamer Alternative would impact 
0.15 acre of EFH due to fill and 1.0 I acres of EFH due to shading. The Rye Road Alternative 
would not affect habitats designated as EFH. 

Update 10: Section 4.5.1, pages 4-4 and 4-5. This section is revised as follows: 

4.5.1 FORT HAMER ALTERNATIVE 

The presence of bridge pilings/footings within the wetlands and open water portion of the 
Manatee River would result in 0.15 acre of fill. These impacts are not expected to adversely 
affect populations of red drum, gray snapper, pink shrimp, stone crab, and their prey populations. 

9 
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A total of 1.01 acres of Wetlands 2, 3, and 4 would be subjected to permanent shading impacts 
from the bridge (all of which qualifies as designated EFH). These impacts would not affect the 
hydrology ofthe affected wetlands but would likely result in a decrease of vegetation beneath the 
bridge. As stated previously, approximately 48 percent of the structure would have a height­
width ratio of 0.7, including that portion of the structure over the saltmarsh in Wetland 3. 
Because of the bridge height in this area and the north-south orientation of the bridge, the 1.01 
acres of shading impacts are expected to have minimal adverse effects to red drum, gray snapper, 
pink shrimp, and stone crab populations and their prey species. 

The temporary work trestle described previously would result in 0.62 acre of temporary shading 
impacts to wetlands. These impacts are expected to be minimal and should restore naturally 
following removal of the structure. 

Water quality degradation could affect designated EFH within the Fort Hamer Alternative Study 
Area. To minimize potential water quality impacts, the project would be constructed in 
accordance with all pennit conditions for maintaining water quality during construction and 
during operation of the facility. All stormwater runoff from the roadway and bridge structure 
would be directed to stormwater treatment ponds; no stonnwater runoff would be directly 
discharged to the Manatee River or adjacent wetlands. For these reasons, no water quality 
induced adverse impacts to EFH or EFH-dependent species are anticipated for the Fort Hamer 
Alternative. 

10 
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Pride, Tom 

From: Randaii.D.Overton@uscg.mil on behalf of Overton, Randall D CIV 
< Randaii.D.Overton@uscg.mil > 

Sent: Friday, August 09, 2013 9:34AM 
To: Peate, Martin; Pride, Tom 
Subject: FW: NMFS comments on the Fort Hamer Road Bridge DEIS (Docket# USCG 

-2010-0455) 

Attachments: Ft Hamer Rd Bridge_NMFS Proposed Alternative Alignments.docx; NMFS response toFt 
Hamer Bridge 2013 DEIS.docx 

Please take a look at the NMFS commits attached and below. The issue concerning alignment was raised by NMFS in the 


past; we should take a closer look and discuss 


From: david. rydene@noaa .gov [ mail to :david. rydene@ noaa .gov] 

Sent: Thursday, August 08, 2013 12:14 PM 

To: Overton, Randall D CIV 

Subject: NMFS comments on the Fort Hamer Road Bridge DEIS (Docket # USCG -2010-0455) 


Hi Randy, 


The two attached documents represent NMFS comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement regarding the 

proposed new Fort Hamer Road Bridge crossing the Manatee River in Manatee County, Florida. I can provide the 

comments in a letter format if you prefer. 


I had a couple of editorial comments that are not included in our response. In "Section 1.2 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR 

ACTION", the first sentence reads "The purpose of this Proposed Action it to provide .. .", but it should be "The purpose of 

this Proposed Action is to provide... ". 


Also, they use both the terms "secondary impacts" and "indirect impacts" in the document. They should probably just 

stick with "indirect impacts" throughout the document. 


Give me a call or email if you have any questions. 


Thanks, Dave 


David Rydene, Ph.D. 
Fish Biologist 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
Habitat Conservation Division 
263 13th Avenue South 
St. Petersburg, FL 33701 
Office (727) 824-5379 
Cell (813) 992-5730 
Fax (727) 824-5300 
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NMFS response to 2013 Fort Hamer Bridge DEIS {Docket Number USCG-2010-0455) 

NOAA's National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) staff has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact 

Statement (DEIS) published on July 5, 2013, for the proposed new bridge crossing the Manatee River in 

the vicinity of Fort Hamer Road in Manatee County, Florida. NMFS offers the following comments on 

the DEIS. 

Cited studies (i .e. the Sarasota/Manatee Metropolitan Planning Organization's long Range 

Transportation Needs Plan) indicate that a total of 28 lanes crossing the Manatee River wilt be needed 

to meet the area's transportation needs by 2035. At present only 16 lanes cross the river and the 

addition of the proposed bridge would only bring the total number of lanes to 18. This wilt only 

marginally improve the envisioned 2035 traffic situation. Another 10 lanes crossing the river would be 

needed to meet the predicted 2035 traffic needs, as either the construction of new bridges or the 

widening of existing bridges. The DEIS states that even if the proposed Fort Hamer Bridge is built, two 

more lanes east of 1-75 will be needed by 2035 (Section 1.2 .1). The DEIS does not indicate whether 

these two additional lanes would be added to the Rye Road Bridge or the Fort Hamer Bridge. 

NMFS continues to believe that impacts to the salt marsh/mangrove peninsula are avoidable, and that 

the Fort Hamer Alternative, as proposed, does not represent the least Environmentally Damaging 

Practicable Alternative. In addition, if the bridge (as proposed) is built and then widened at some point 

in the future, even further impacts to these important estuarine wetlands would result. NMFS proposes 

two slightly different alignments that would avoid direct impacts to the salt marsh/mangrove peninsula 

(see attached document). 

NMFS recommends that an Endangered Species Act Section 7 consultation on smalttooth sawfish (Pristis 

pectinata) be conducted. This listed species has the potential to occur in the project area. The use of 

smalltooth sawfish construction conditions should required during construction activities. A section on 

this smalttooth sawfish should be added to the Biological Assessment portion of the DEIS. 

The bridge should be designed to convey all stormwater off the bridge and into appropriate stormwater 

treatment systems. This will prevent degraded water from being discharged into the Manatee River and 

reaching estuarine habitats at the project site and downstream. A commitment to convey stormwater 

off the bridge for treatment at upland facilities is made in Section 4.3 .7 of the DEIS. 

Before mitigation is finalized and permits are issued, a better effort must be made to quantify the 

amount of mangroves that are interspersed within those areas identified now (in the DEIS Wetland 

Evaluation Report) as simply salt marshes (FLUCFCS code 642). These mixed salt marsh/mangrove areas 

are found on both the peninsular area and on the southern shore of the river where the bridge would 

make landfall. 

Although some wetland impacts wilt be temporary (e.g. from the work trestle) and these wetlands may 

recover after some period of time, the loss of ecological function during this recovery period should be 

factored into the compensatory mitigation scheme as a time lag metric. A thorough review of the 

UMAM scores and proposed compensatory mitigation should be conducted with all involved resource 
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and permitting agencies in an effort to reach consensus on the final scores and compensatory mitigation 

scenario. 

A statement is made in Section 4.5.1 of the Essential Fish Habitat portion of the Wetland Evaluation 

Report (Appendix D) that the project will result in "de minimus to minimal adverse impacts to red drum, 

gray snapper, pink shrimp, and stone crab populations and their prey species." with no explanation of 

how the conclusion was reached. Some explanation of the analysis used to reach the conclusion should 

be provided. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the DEIS and provide comments related to NMFS trust 

resources. 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 4 


ATLANTA FEDERAL CENTER 

61 FORSYTH STREET 


ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30303-8960 


August 19, 2013 

Randall Overton, Bridge Management Specialist 
Environmental Project Manager and Reviewer 
Seventh Coast Guard District 
909 SE 1st Avenue -Suite 432 
Miami. FL 33131-3050 

Subject: 	 Proposed New Bridge Across the Manatee River, Manatee County, Florida, Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
Docket Number: USCG-2010-0455, CEQ Number: 20130195 
ERP Number: CGD-E50294-FL 

Dear Mr. Overton: 

Thank you for your interagency coordination efforts on a proposed project. Pursuant to 
Section 309 ofthe Clean Air Act and Section 102(2)(c) of the National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA), the US EPA Region 4 has evaluated the consequences of the US Coast Guard 
proposal to construct a new bridge across the Manatee River, in Manatee County, Florida. 
The project proposes constructing a two lane bridge to cross the Manatee River. 

The proposed project examines three alternatives, including a no build. The two 
build alternatives include one new two-lane bridge, mid-level fixed span at Fort Hamer 
Road, and a second with two-lane addition to an existing bridge on Rye Road. 

Enclosed are comments on the DEIS. Based on our review ofthe DEIS, EPA assigned 
a rating of"EC-2" to the document. Our review has identified some environmental concerns 
with the need for some additional information in the DEIS. With either build alternative the 
USEP A will further evaluate the wetland mitigation through the federal permitting process. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIS. If you have questions on 
our comments or need further assistance, please do not hesitate to contact Maher Budeir at 
(404) 562-9514 or budeir.maher@epa.gov. 

Sincerely, 

Heinz J. Mueller, Chief 
NEP A Program Office 
Office of Environmental Accountability 

Enclosure 1: Comments on the Proposed New Bridge Across the Manatee River DEIS. 

Internet Address (URL) • http //www epa gov 
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8/19/2013 

Enclosure 1: EPA Detailed Comments 

Proposed New Bridge Across the Manatee River, Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (DEIS) 

Based on our review of the DEIS, US EPA's environmental concerns are related to 
the footprint of the Rye Road alternative evaluated, and the construction methods and 
BMPs implemented during the construction of the bridge. 

Rye Road Alternative: 
This Alternative proposes a widening of a 10+ mile segment of a road and the addition of 
a two-lane bridge across the Manatee River. The conceptual design and typical section 
shows a total width of llO'ofROW. Since this alternative widens a road segment that is 
more than 10 mile, minimizing the foot print can significantly reduce the impact. It is 
recommended to examine other alternate sections that can accommodate a 4-lane road. 
Alternate sections may include ones with narrower median. It is recommended to 
investigate the possibility of reducing the footprint of this proposed roadway while 
keeping the capacity near the target VMTs. 

Construction Method and BMPs for the Fort Hamer Alternative: 

EPA recommends including more details and specifics regarding construction 
methods and protection measures, especially for the Fort Hamer Road new bridge 
Alternative. Since the new bridge will be significantly longer (2,570 feet), it is 
necessary to elaborate on the construction methods and techniques, on how materials 
will be transported to the site, and what additional specific measures and BMPs will be 
in place to minimize impact on the wetlands and aquatic resources in the area. 
Quantifying impacts on these resources can differ significantly with different 
construction techniques. 

Page 1 of 1 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
	
JACKSONVILLE DISTRICT CORPS OF ENGINEERS
	

10117 PRINCESS PALM DRIVE, SUITE 120
	

TAMPA, FLORIDA 33610
	

August 23, 2013 
REPLY TO 
AT TENTION OF 

Tampa Section 
SAJ-2010-02223 (IP-JPF) 
USCG-2010-0455 

Docket Management Facility (M-30) 
Via Facsimile: 202-493-2251 

To Whom It May Concern:

    This letter refers to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for a proposed new 
bridge across the Manatee River in Manatee County, Florida, USCG Docket Number 
2010-0455. 

The United States Army Corps of Engineers, Jacksonville District, offers the following 
comments in response to the Draft EIS, and the 19 July 2013 Supplemental Update. 

Chapter 1: No comments on purpose and need. The stated project purpose, “…to 
provide an alternative north/south transportation route between high-growth areas of 
Manatee County located east of Interstate 75 (I-75), separated by the Manatee River 
and to improve regional mobility” is acceptable to the Corps. The documentation of the 
need for the project is also acceptable. 

Chapter 2: The Corps offers the following comment on Chapter 2: 

1. Please provide additional details on the alternative alignments considered by 
Manatee County for the Fort Hamer Bridge, including a comparison of impacts to 
waters of the United States associated with each alignment. If there is an alternative 
alignment that has less impact than the proposed alignment, please explain why that 
alignment is not reasonable or practicable. 

2. Chapter 2 should offer an explanation as to why the Fort Hamer Alternative does not 
require any road expansions to accommodate the proposed two-lane bridge, yet the 
Rye Road Alternative requires the expansion of approximately 10 miles of roads from 
two lanes to four lanes, including a section of Fort Hamer Road that is within both 
alternatives’ study areas. If the Fort Hamer Alternative does require road expansions, 
the impacts associated with the expansions, especially to wetlands and other surface 
waters, need to be identified and considered in the EIS. 

Chapter 3: No comments on Chapter 3. 

Chapter 4: The Corps offers the following comments on Chapter 4: 
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1. Section 4.3.2.1: Please note that the Corps also considers the consideration of 
offsite alternatives to be part of avoidance. Also, consideration of alternate on-site 
alignments as described in the comment on Chapter 2 above, should also be part of the 
consideration of minimization. 

2. In Section 4.3.2.4, the DEIS states “In Florida, the USACE has also adopted UMAM 
for assessment of wetland impacts and mitigation.” Although the Jacksonville District 
accepts UMAM, and recommends that it be used to allow consistency with state and 
local functional assessments of wetland impacts and mitigation, we cannot and do not 
require or prohibit any assessment methodology. The Corps recommends revising this 
sentence to say ““In Florida, the USACE also accepts UMAM for assessment of wetland 
impacts and mitigation, with some changes from the state implementation.” 

3. The Corps accepts the wetland impact acreages, functional assessments, and 
conceptual mitigation for the purpose of comparing alternatives. We reserve the right to 
review and approve future avoidance and minimization measures, the applicant’s 
wetland delineations and determinations, the final impact acreages including secondary 
impacts, functional assessments, and mitigation plans pursuant to the Corps permitting 
process. The Corps has provided information about the Corps’ mitigation plan 
requirements to Manatee County. 

4. The Corps acknowledges the ‘may affect, not likely to adversely affect’ determination 
for the wood stork. The statement that Manatee County will mitigate all impacts to 
wood stork suitable foraging habitat should be revised to state that the County will 
provide suitable foraging habitat compensation within the Core Foraging Area of the 
affected colony site(s) equivalent to the impacted SFH in accordance with the Wood 
Stork Foraging Assessment Procedure, and that is not contrary to the USFWS’s Habitat 
Management Guidelines for the Wood Stork in the Southeast Region. Otherwise, 
based on the September 2008 effect determination for the wood stork in central and 
north peninsular Florida, as developed by the Corps and the USFWS, either of the 
action alternatives would appear to result in a ‘may affect’ determination for the wood 
stork. 

5. Section 4.3.5.1 should provide additional explanation on how the ‘may affect, not 
likely to adversely affect’ determination was made for the eastern indigo snake for both 
action alternatives, and for the Florida scrub jay and crested caracara for the Rye Road 
alternative. 

6. The Corps’ 404(b)1 Guidelines state that the Corps can only approve the Least 
Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDPA). In addition, both the 
404(b)1 Guidelines and the 404(b)1 Mitigation Memorandum of Agreement between the 
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Corps and EPA state that compensatory mitigation cannot be used in the alternatives 
analysis and the determination of the LEDPA. 

Section 4.7 states “The Fort Hamer Alternative would have larger impacts on natural 
resources compared to the Rye Road Alternative. A greater amount of wetlands and 
floodplains would be affected by the construction of the new bridge for the Fort Hamer 
Alternative than would be impacted by the Rye Road Alternative. Chapter 4 describes 
the following impact figures for the two alternatives (based on a 25-foot buffer as 
described in Section 4.3.2.2): 

Fort Hamer Alternative: 2.71 acres fill, 2.61 acres shading, 1.12 acres secondary 

Rye Road Alternative: 2.51 acres fill, 0.01 acre shading, 0.00 acre secondary 

However, Table 2-4 describes the following potential impacts (presumably direct and 
secondary) to wetlands based on a 200-foot buffer: 

Alternative 2 (Fort Hamer Alternative): 73.8 acres 

Alternative 3 (Rye Road Alternative): 86.5 acres 

And Table 2-8 describes potential impacts to wetlands based on a 110-foot buffer: 

Alternative 2 (Fort Hamer Alternative): 7.5 acres 

Alternative 3 (Rye Road Alternative): 12.28 acres 

The Corps requests that the USCG include discussion of the area of potential wetland 
impact within these greater buffer distances in its Chapter 4 discussion of comparative 
impacts between alternatives. 

7. The comment for Chapter 2 about impacts associated with road expansions for the 
Fort Hamer Alternative applies to Chapter 4 as well. 

8. It should be noted that some of the wetlands potentially impacted by the proposed 
project may be areas used as mitigation for wetland impacts in previous Corps permits. 
For example, wetlands 1 and 2 within the Fort Hamer Alternative appear to have been 
mitigation areas for the adjacent Waterlefe project.  If it is determined that mitigation 
areas will be impacted, then either the Corps will require in its permit review, or ask the 
USCG to require its permit review, that mitigation for these impacts include additional 
compensation to replace the lost mitigation value. 
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Chapter 5: As described elsewhere in the Draft EIS, the Corps accepted the invitation 
to become a cooperating agency. On page 5-6, there is a statement that we declined. 

Chapter 6: No comments on Chapter 6 

Chapter 7: No comments on Chapter 7 

Chapter 8: No comments on Chapter 8 

Chapter 9: No comments on Chapter 9 

Appendix A: No comments on Appendix A 

Appendix B: No comments on Appendix B 

Appendix C: No comments on Appendix C 

Appendix D: The Corps offers the following comments on Appendix D: 

1. The comment for Chapter 2 about impacts associated with road expansions for the 
Fort Hamer Alternative applies to Appendix D as well. 

2. The Corps’ comments for Chapter 4 about wetlands apply to Appendix D as well. 

Appendix E: The Corps offers the following comments on Appendix E: 

1. The Corps recommends including the comparative information on potential impacts 
to listed species habitat, such as the 17 acres of upland habitat within the Fort Hamer 
Alternative and the 38 acres of upland habitat within the Rye Road Alternative, in the 
Chapter 4 discussion of the alternatives. 

2. The Corps recommends including additional information on what types of “suitable 
habitat” are present within the two alternatives in the discussion of potential impacts to 
the eastern indigo snake. For example, the discussion of impacts to the gopher tortoise 
describes 37 acres of upland habitat within the Rye Road alignment. How much of this 
is pasture, how much is undisturbed, how much is xeric, etc. 

Appendix F: No comments on Appendix F 

Appendix G: No comments on Appendix F 

Appendix H: No comments on Appendix H 
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Appendix I: No comments on Appendix I 

Appendix J: No comments on Appendix J 

Appendix K: No comments on Appendix K 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project and to be a cooperating 
agency for the EIS process. If there have any questions regarding this letter, please 
contact the Corps project manager, John Fellows at the letterhead address, by 
telephone at 813-769-7070, or by electronic mail at john.p.fellows@usace.army.mil. 

Sincerely, 

John Fellows 
Project Manager 
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Pride, Tom 

From: Randaii.D.Overton@uscg.mil on behalf of Overton, Randall D CIV 

< Randaii.D.Overton@uscg.mil> 

Sent: Tuesday, August 27, 2013 7:28 AM 
To: Pride, Tom 

Cc: Peate, Martin; Sugarman, Shelly CIV; Mullen, Kevin P CTR 

Subject: FW: ESA Section 7 Consultation Request -fort Hamer Bridge 

Initial response from FWS concerning ESA consultation. 

-----Original Message----­
From: peter plage@fws.gov [mailto:peter plage@fws.gov] 
Sent: Friday, August 23, 2013 2:45 PM 
To : Overton, Randall D CIV 

Cc: Teresa Calleson 
Subject: RE: ESA Section 7 Consultation Request -Fort Hamer Bridge 

Randal, 

I have been working on your ESA request as well as getting some project background through the Draft EIS. In addition, I 
have spoken to the Corps and FWC. The Corps in regard to how their permit process will relate to yours {they have a 

permit application from the County). My assumption is that formal ESA consultation for all of our {FWS) species will be 
through USCG and not through the Corps permit. On the other hand, the Corps 404 permit may provide us a more 

straightforward way of FWS influencing impacts to wetlands and non-ESA species. 

I have a call scheduled Monday with FWC to discuss potential for additional manatee conditions. In Appendix K {2007) 
FWC requested a manatee observer be present for all in-water work. FOOT agreed to that condition, but it is not in the 

current plans. The BA addendum added an observer during pile driving, but I'm not sure that is a condition FWS or FWC 

regularly asks for. Was it prompted by NMFS? FWS and FWC will discuss this Monday as well. Eastern Indigo Snake, 
and Wood Stork may require additional information for our concurrence. Realize that gopher tortoise is a federal 

candidate species under the ESA. This affords no special protection, but it should be recognized. 

As an aside, I don't see reference to sawfish or swimming marine turtles that are under NMFS ESA jurisdiction. If there 

are dolphin concerns this far up river, I assume that these marine species should be addressed in some fashion. 

Once I get a better perspective on some of these issues we will move toward a formal response. Thanks for your 

patience and please get in touch if you have questions. 

Peter Plage 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

600 Fourth Street South 

St. Petersburg, FL 33701 
904-731-3085 
727-803-8747, ex. 3107 (Office) 

www.fws.gov/northflorida 

-----Original Message----­
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From: Teresa Calleson [mailto:teresa calleso n@fws .gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2013 3:40 PM 
To: Randaii.D.Overton@uscg.mil 
Cc: Dawn Jennings; Peter Plage 
Subject: RE: ESA Section 7 Consultation Request 

Hi Randall, 

Thank you very much for the recent submittal! I will be taking a look at this one myself but it will be formally assigned to 
Pete Plage in our office (who is located down in this general geographic area). He will be on leave for the next week or 
so but we will discuss this one when he returns. What is your timeline for review? Thanks. 

Terri Calleson 
Fish and Wildlife Biologist 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
7915 Baymeadows Way, Suite 200 
Jacksonville, Florida 32256-7517 
904-731-3286 (office) 
850-922-4330 (main) 
850-922-4338 (fax) 
Email: Teresa Calleson@fws.gov 
http:/www.fws.govInorthflorida 

-----Original Message----­
From: Randaii.D.Overton@uscg .mil [mail t o :Randaii.D.Overton@uscg.mil ] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2013 10:39 AM 
To: dawn jennings@fws.gov; teresa calleson@fws.gov 
Cc: Sugarman, Shelly CIV; Dragon, Barry CIV; Mullen, Kevin P CTR 
Subject: ESA Section 7 Consultation Request 

Please find attached a request for ESA Section 7 Consultation for a proposed bridge construction project across the 
Manatee River. The proposed new bridge would be constructed across the Manatee River approximately 15 miles 
upstream from the mouth of the river. The bridge and associated roadway would be between Upper Manatee River 
Road (south of the Manatee River) to Fort Hamer Road (north of the Manatee River), near Parrish, Manatee County, 
Florida. Latitude 27o 31.165' N, Longitude 82o 25.720' W. 

The attached letter "USFWS ESA Section 7consultation request" contains web links to the Wetland Evaluation Report 
(WER) and Biological Opinion (BA) prepared for the proposed project. WER and BA supplemental updates which slightly 
refine the WER and BA are attached to this email. 

I look forward to hearing from you . 

Thank you, 

Randall Overton 
Federal Permit Agent USCG 
909 SE 1st Ave Suite 432 
Miami, Fl 33131 
(305) 205-0795 Cell 
(305) 415-6736 Office 
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Pride, Tom 

From: Randaii.D.Dverton@uscg.mil on behalf of Overton, Randall D CIV 
<Randaii.D.Overton@uscg.mil> 

Sent: Thursday, August 29, 2013 1:25 PM 
To: david.rydene@noaa.gov 
Cc: Pride, Tom 
Subject: RE: NMFS comments on the Fort Hamer Road Bridge DEIS (Docket# USCG -2010-0455) 

Dave, 

I will send a new consultation letter and included the smalltooth sawfish. I will also get the pile driving information for 

the temporary work trestle and incorporate the information into the new letter. 


Thanks, 

Randy 


From: david.rydene@noaa.gov [ mailto:david.rydene@noaa.gov] 

Sent: Thursday, August 29, 2013 11:52 AM 

To: Overton, Randall D CIV 

Subject: Re: NMFS comments on the Fort Hamer Road Bridge DEIS (Docket # USCG -2010-0455) 


Hi Randy, 

I was looking at the USCG Section 7 consultation request letter again today and noticed that it does not include 
a determination or request for smalltooth sawfish consultation. Could you send a modified letter or addendum ? 

Also, I will need pile driving information for the temporary work trestle, as was provided for the actual bridge 
pile driving. 

Thanks, Dave 

On Thu, Aug 22, 2013 at 1:42PM, Overton, Randall D CIV <Randall.D.Overton@uscg.mil> wrote: 

Dave, 

Here's what I got from the project consultants : 

The installation of bridge pilings with hydraulic hammers (i.e., pile-driving) can generate acoustic vibrations 
within the water column. Although detailed construction methodologies for the Fort Hamer Alternative have not 
been developed, it is likely that many, if not all, of the bridge support pilings would be driven with a hydraulic 
hammer. A total of 54 24-in2 pre-stressed concrete pilings will be installed in the river channel, and an 
additional 137 24-in2 concrete pilings will be installed in the adjacent wetlands and shallow embayment 
between Wetland 3 and Wetland 4 (part of River 1). 

Thanks, 
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Pride, Tom 

From: Randaii.D.Overton@uscg.mil on behalf of Overton, Randall D CIV 
<Randaii.D.Overton@uscg .mil > 

Sent: Thursday, September 19, 2013 9:39 AM 
To: Pride, Tom 
Cc: Mullen, Kevin P CTR 
Subject: FW: ESA Section 7 Consultation Request -Fort Hamer Bridge 
Attachments: Consultation ESA & CH reasoning and decisions chart Manatee River Ft Hamer.pdf 

FYI - I responded to FWS initial comments to the consultation request. Please read at your convenience. One item of 
note is the gopher tortoise, FWS pointed out that the gopher tortoise is a candidate species under ESA. FWS stated that 
while being a candidate species does not necessarily afford special protection, we should recognize that it is a candidate 
species; perhaps a shout-out in the FEIS. 

-----Original Message----­
From: Overton, Randall D CIV 
Sent: Friday, September 13, 2013 11:09 AM 
To: 'peter_plage@fws.gov' 
Cc: Teresa Calleson 
Subject: RE: ESA Section 7 Consultation Request -Fort Hamer Bridge 

Peter, 
I apologize for the delay in getting back to you but I was working through some wetland delineation and permitting 
issues with the ACOE and my headquarters office; looks like we have everything resolved. You are correct concerning 
consultation; the Coast Guard is the Lead Federal Agency {LFA) and is responsible for ensuring all consultations are 
completed {ESA, EFH, Section 106 etc.), but as you appropriately point out in your email the Corps 404 permit may 
provide a more straightforward approach to wetland and other impacts. A question that has come-up is whether the 
consultation will be "formal or informal" and the expected timeline on consultation in either case. 

I have attached a very basic flow chart which I pulled from a ESA consultation workshop slide presentation. I understand 
that the chart is elementary and certainly not the determining factor but if I applied the chart correctly it appears that 
the consultation would be informal. Again, I will defer to your expertise in making the determination as to the level of 
consultation but I wanted to at least start the dialog. Please let me know your thoughts. 

Concerning the BA addendum adding an observer during pile driving, this was added to the BA addendum by the 
consultant, URS, unilaterally and not was not requested from NMFS. 
Concerning the gopher tortoise as a federal candidate species under the ESA, the state has the gopher tortoise listed as 
a "State Threatened/Species of Special Concern" which has prompted a commitment from the applicant {Manatee 
County) to survey approximately 17 acres of suitable upland habitat within the project limits and if burrows are found 
within 25 feet of construction limits the county will coordinate with the FWC to secure permits to relocate the gopher 
tortoise and associated commensal species {Florida mouse {SSC), gopher frog {SSC) and pine snake {SSC). You state that 
it should be recognized that the gopher tortoise is a candidate species under the ESA. I'm not sure exactly how to 
officially make this recognition, I could send an addendum or revision to the consultation letter which makes this 
recognition if desired . Or, it may be that you wanted to call my attention to the candidate species status for future 
project if/when the tortoise is listed. 
Concerning the smalltooth sawfish and sea turtles, I am coordinating these species with NMFS (David Rydene). We have 
added the construction conditions for these species. 
Concerning dolphins, to my knowledge there are no dolphin concerns this far up the river {15 miles), but I will touch 
base with the consultants and research a bit deeper (salinity level at the project location, possible past observations etc.) 
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Please let me know if you any addition information needed concerning the Eastern Indigo Snake, and Wood Stork. 

Thank you and please call or email at any time, Randy 

Randall Overton 

Federal Permit Agent USCG 

909 SE 1st Ave Suite 432 

Miami, Fl 33131 

(305) 205-0795 Cell 
(305) 415-6736 Office 

-----Original Message----­
From: peter _plage@fws.gov [mailto:peter _plage@fws.gov] 

Sent: Friday, August 23, 2013 2:45 PM 

To: Overton, Randall D CIV 

Cc: Teresa Calleson 

Subject: RE: ESA Section 7 Consultation Request -Fort Hamer Bridge 


Randal, 

I have been working on your ESA request as well as getting some project background through the Draft EIS. In addition, I 
have spoken to the Corps and FWC. The Corps in regard to how their permit process will relate to yours (they have a 
permit application from the County). My assumption is that formal ESA consultation for all of our (FWS) species will be 
through USCG and not through the Corps permit. On the other hand, the Corps 404 permit may provide us a more 
straightforward way of FWS influencing impacts to wetlands and non-ESA species. 

I have a call scheduled Monday with FWC to discuss potential for additional manatee conditions. In Appendix K (2007) 
FWC requested a manatee observer be present for all in-water work. FOOT agreed to that condition, but it is not in the 
current plans. The BA addendum added an observer during pile driving, but I'm not sure that is a condition FWS or FWC 
regularly asks for. Was it prompted by NMFS? FWS and FWC will discuss this Monday as well. Eastern Indigo Snake, 
and Wood Stork may require additional information for our concurrence. Realize that gopher tortoise is a federal 
candidate species under the ESA. This affords no special protection, but it should be recognized. 

As an aside, I don't see reference to sawfish or swimming marine turtles that are under NMFS ESA jurisdiction. If there 
are dolphin concerns this far up river, I assume that these marine species should be addressed in some fashion. 

Once I get a better perspective on some of these issues we will move toward a formal response. Thanks for your 
patience and please get in touch if you have questions. 

Peter Plage 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

600 Fourth Street South 
St. Petersburg, FL 33701 
904-731-3085 
727-803-8747, ex. 3107 (Office) 
www.fws.gov/northflorida 

-----Original Message----­
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From: Teresa Calleson [mailto:teresa_calleson@fws.gov] 

Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2013 3:40 PM 

To: Randaii.D.Overton@uscg.mil 

Cc: Dawn Jennings; Peter Plage 

Subject: RE: ESA Section 7 Consultation Request 


Hi Randall, 

Thank you very much for the recent submittal! I will be taking a look at this one myself but it will be formally assigned to 
Pete Plage in our office (who is located down in this general geographic area). He will be on leave for the next week or 
so but we will discuss this one when he returns. What is your timeline for review? Thanks. 

Terri Calleson 

Fish and Wildlife Biologist 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
7915 Baymeadows Way, Suite 200 
Jacksonville, Florida 32256-7517 
904-731-3286 (office) 
850-922-4330 (main) 
850-922-4338 (fax) 
Email: Teresa_Calleson@fws.gov 
http:/www. fws .gov Inorthflorida 

-----Original Message----­
From: Randaii.D.Overton@uscg.mil [mailto:Randaii.D.Overton@uscg.mil] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2013 10:39 AM 
To: dawnjennings@fws.gov; teresa_calleson@fws.gov 
Cc: Sugarman, Shelly CIV; Dragon, Barry CIV; Mullen, Kevin P CTR 
Subject: ESA Section 7 Consultation Request 

Please find attached a request for ESA Section 7 Consultation for a proposed bridge construction project across the 
Manatee River. The proposed new bridge would be constructed across the Manatee River approximately 15 miles 
upstream from the mouth of the river. The bridge and associated roadway would be between Upper Manatee River 
Road (south ofthe Manatee River) to Fort Hamer Road (north of the Manatee River), near Parrish, Manatee County, 
Florida. latitude 27o 31.165' N, longitude 82o 25.720' W. 

The attached letter "USFWS ESA Section 7consultation request" contains web links to the Wetland Evaluation Report 
(WER) and Biological Opinion (BA) prepared for the proposed project. WER and BA supplemental updates which slightly 
refine the WER and BA are attached to this email. 

I look forward to hearing from you. 

Thank you, 

Randall Overton 
Federal Permit Agent USCG 
909 SE 1st Ave Suite 432 
Miami, Fl 33131 
{305) 205-0795 Cell 
(305) 415-6736 Office 
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Pride, Tom 

From: Randaii.D.Overton@uscg.mil on behalf of Overton, Randall D CIV 
<Randaii.D.Overton@uscg.mil > 

Sent: Wednesday, October 09, 2013 10:13 AM 
To: Pride, Tom 
Cc: Peate, Martin 
Subject: FW: Consultation letter for ft. Hamer and response to NMFS Comments to DEIS 
Attachments: NMFS ESA Section 7and EFHrevisedconsultation request- SEP2013.pdf; Sea Turtle and 

Smalltooth Sawfish Construction Conditions.pdf 

This is the email that transmitted the revised NMFS consultation letter 


-----Origina I Message----­

From: Overton, Randall D CIV 

Sent: Wednesday, September 18, 2013 2:58PM 

To: 'david.rydene@noaa.gov' 

Subject: Consultation letter for Ft. Hamer and response to NMFS Comments to DE IS 


Dave, 

I have attached a revised consultation letter for the Ft Hamer project. 

Included in the attached letter is consultation request for the smalltooth sawfish, as requested. I've learned a lot about 

the smalltooth sawfish from this project and research after our discussion. 


Also included as an attachment to the letter is a response to your comments to the DEIS for the project. 


Please let me know if I can provide anything else . 


Thank you, 


Randall Overton 

Federal Permit Agent USCG 

909 SE 1st Ave Suite 432 

Miami, fl 33131 

(305) 205-0795 Cell 
(305) 415-6736 Office 
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Commander 909 S. E. First Avenue (Rm 432) U.S. Department o~· Seventh Coast Guard District Miami, Fl 33131Homeland Security •. IIJ • 
Staff Symbol: (dpb) 
Phone: ~305) 415-6736United States Fax: (305) 415-6763 

Coast Guard Email: randall.d .overtont@uscg .mil 

16450 
September 18, 20 13 

David Rydene, Ph.D. 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
Southeast Regional Office 
263 13th A venue South 
St. Petersburg, FL 33701-5505 

Dear Dr. Rydene, 

On July 24,2013, the U.S. Coast Guard requested initiation of consultation in accordance with 
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) and to initiate consultation under the Magnuson­
Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MSFCMA) for Essential Fish Habitat for 
the proposed new bridge over the Manatee River in Manatee County, Florida. Project related 
documents made available to the NMFS included the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(DEIS), Wetlands Evaluation Report (WER) and subsequent update, and Biological Assessment 
(BA) and subsequent update. 

On August 8, 2013, your office provided comments on the above-referenced documents and 
requested additional information for NMFS' review. Attachment A to this letter contains a copy 
of your comments and responses to those comments as prepared by the project consultant. 

Comment No . 3 of the NMFS comments recommends that an ESA Section 7 consultation on 
smalltooth sawfish (Pristis pectinata) be conducted as the species has the potential to occur in 
the project area. Also, in an email dated August 29, 2013 the NMFS requested a modified 
consultation request that addresses the smalltooth sawfish. Through this letter the Coast Guard 
requests initiation ofESA Section 7 consultation for the smalltooth sawfish. We have included 
the following information regarding the small tooth sawfish to facilitate your review of the 
project and to further the consultation process. This same information is being incorporated into 
the revised BA which will be included in the Final EIS. 

Smalltooth Sawfish (Pristis pectinata): 

ESA Endangered [US.- Distinct Population Segment (DPS) listed April 1, 2003] 

Small tooth sawfish inhabit shallow coastal waters of tropical seas and estuaries throughout the 
world. They are usually found in shallow waters (less than 32ft (10m)), very close to shore 
over muddy and sandy bottoms. They are often found in sheltered bays, on shallow banks, and 
in estuaries or river mouths . They prefer warmer water temperature of22-28 degrees Celsius. 
They are known to ascend inland in river systems, and have been shown to have a salinity 
preference of 18-24 parts per thousand. In September 2009 NMFS issued a Final Rule (74 FR 
45353) to designate critical habitat for the U.S. distinct population segment (DPS) of smalltooth 
sawfish (Pristis pectinata). The critical habitat consists of two units: the Charlotte Harbor 
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16450 
18 September 2013 

Estuary Unit, which comprises approximately 221,459 acres of coastal habitat; and the Ten 
Thousand Islands/Everglades Unit (TTl/E), which comprises approximately 619,013 acres of 
coastal habitat. The two units are located along the southwestern coast of Florida between 
Charlotte Harbor and Florida Bay (NMFS OPR website). Neither the Fort Hamer Alternative nor 
the Rye Road Alternative occurs within the vicinity of designated critical habitat for the 
smalltooth sawfish. 

Potentially suitable habitat for the smalltooth sawfish occurs along the sandy bottom of the 
Manatee River within the Fort Hamer Alternative. No smalltooth sawfish have been documented 
in the Manatee River by the Florida Natural Areas Inventory (FNAI) and none were observed 
during field reviews for the project. Potential threats to the smalltooth sawfish as a result of 
implementation of the Fort Hamer Alternative include collision with construction vessels and 
entanglement in lines and floating turbidity barriers. 

Due to the very shallow depths and narrow confines of the river at the Rye Road Alternative, 
potentially suitable habitat for the smalltooth sawfish is considered non-existent within the Rye 
Road Alternative. As a result, the Coast Guard has determined that implementation of the Rye 
Road Alternative will have no effect on the smalltooth sawfish. 

Other species under NMFS purview (Sea turtles, Shortnose and Gulf sturgeon, North 
Atlantic right whales and other whales, Johnson seagrass, Elkhorn and Staghorn Coral): 
The Coast Guard has made a No-Effect determination for the above-listed species because the 
project is being proposed outside the known range and habitat of these species. A note will be 
made to the project files documenting the no-effect determination. 

Proposed Avoidance, Minimization, Mitigation Measures: 

To minimize potential impacts and interaction with the smalltooth sawfish the applicant 
(Manatee County) has committed to the implementation of standard NMFS (SERO) approved 
Sea Turtle and Smalltooth Sawfish Construction Conditions (Revised: March 23, 2006).- Attached 
to transmittal email. 

Summary of Coast Guard Determinations: 

Based on the information and commitments contained in this consultation letter, the BA and 
WER, including the supplemental updates, the Coast Guard determines: 

The LPA (Fort Hamer Bridge Alternative) May Affect, but is not Likely to Adversely Affect 
(MANLAA) the smalltooth sawfish. 

Additional Information Regarding Proposed Construction Methodology and 
Potential Impacts: 
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16450 
18 September 2013 

In emails dated August 27 and 29, 2013 the NMFS requested additional infonnation regarding 
the length of work and the temporary work trestle. The following information is provided in 
response to these requests. 

It is anticipated that construction of the proposed bridge for the Fort Hamer Alternative will take 
a total of twenty (20) months, including approximately six (6) months of in-water work for pile­
driving and construction of the pile caps. 

The design of the temporary work trestle is dependent upon contractor needs and will be 
finalized following selection of the construction contractor. However, for such work platforms 
contractors typically use steel pipe piles, 18 to 24 inches in diameter, driven in place with a 
hydraulic hammer. Based on the consultant's preliminary layout of the temporary work trestle, 
approximately 136 steel piles would be needed to support the structure. It is expected that the 
temporary structure would remain in place for 14 to 18 months during construction of the bridge. 

f~/\NDALL D. OVERTON 
Bridge Management Specialist 
U.S. Coast Guard 

Enclosure: 1) 
2) 

Attachment A- Responses to NMFS comments dated August 8, 2013 
Sea Turtle and Smalltooth Sawfish Construction Conditions (Revised: March 
23, 2006) as an email attachment 

Copy: CGHQ-BRG-2 as an email 
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ATTACHMENT A 


NMFS response to 2013 Fort Hamer Bridge DEIS (Docket Number USCG-2010-0455) 

Transmitted via email on 8 August 2013 by David Rydene (NMFS} to Randy Overton (USCG) 

URS responses to NMFS comments are shown in Bold. 

NOAA's National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) staff has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) published on July 5, 2013, for the proposed new bridge crossing the Manatee River in 
the vicinity of Fort Hamer Road in Manatee County, Florida. NMFS offers the following comments on 
the DEIS. 

Comment No. 1: Cited studies (i.e. the Sarasota/Manatee Metropolitan Planning Organization's Long 
Range Transportation Needs Plan) indicate that a total of 28 lanes crossing the Manatee River will be 
needed to meet the area's transportation needs by 2035. At present only 16 lanes cross the river and 
the addition of the proposed bridge would only bring the total number of lanes to 18. This will only 
marginally improve the envisioned 2035 traffic situation. Another 10 lanes crossing the river would be 
needed to meet the predicted 2035 traffic needs, as either the construction of new bridges or the 
widening of existing bridges. The DEIS states that even if the proposed Fort Hamer Bridge is built, two 
more lanes east of 1-75 will be needed by 2035 (Section 1.2.1). The DEIS does not indicate whether 
these two additional lanes would be added to the Rye Road Bridge or the Fort Hamer Bridge. 

Response: At this time it is unknown where additional lanes would be added in the future. The 
current project is funded solely by Manatee County and the County currently does not have additional 
lanes funded. Likewise, the FOOT currently has no plans to add additional lanes east of 1-75. The 
addition of any lanes across the river following construction of the Fort Hamer Alternative would 
require additional studies and documentation in accordance with NEPA. 

Comment No. 2: NMFS continues to believe that impacts to the salt marsh/mangrove peninsula are 
avoidable, and that the Fort Hamer Alternative, as proposed, does not represent the Least 
Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative. In addition, if the bridge (as proposed) is built and 
then widened at some point in the future, even further impacts to these important estuarine wetlands 
would result. NMFS proposes two slightly different alignments that would avoid direct impacts to the 
salt marsh/mangrove peninsula (see attached document). 

Response: With any design it is best to have the bridge as perpendicular to the river as possible for 
several reasons: 

1. 	 There are fewer piers in the water which provides a better "line-of-sight" between piers for 

the boaters; 

2. 	 In consideration of line-of-sight, currents, and wind, it is easier and safer to navigate between 

piers that are arranged perpendicular to the river, thus providing a safer condition for boaters; 

3. 	 With fewer piers there will be less scour and degradation of the river bottom; 

4. 	 A greater number of piers is more likely to result in a tailwater condition, i.e., upstream 

flooding due to greater restriction; 
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5. The channel span length is shorter, which provides for a more economical bridge; 

6. The vertical profile is lower due to a shallower superstructure depth; 

7. Long-term maintenance costs are reduced due to simpler geometries and materials. 

The alignments suggested by NMFS will require a longer channel span due to the heavy skew at the 
centerline of river in order to provide the USCG minimum 75-foot horizontal clearance. The channel 
span length will increase from approximately 145 feet to 260 feet. Longer and heavier beams at large 
skews are much more complicated and difficult to erect. These longer lengths will require steel to be 
used for the beams which requires constant maintenance painting due to the close proximity of the 
brackish water. The increase in bridge costs for the NMFS alignment will be approximately $6 million 
dollars. In addition there will be approximately twice as many piers in the water compared to the Fort 
Hamer alignment shown in the DEIS. Although not currently planned, if the bridge is ever widened to 
four lanes, it will effectively obstruct one third of the river width for a length of almost one thousand 
feet. Finally, a relatively sharp curve on the bridge as suggested by the NMFS proposed alignment 
would introduce additional safety concerns for bridge users and would require substantial vehicle 
speed restrictions. As a result of these considerations, alternative bridge alignments are not 
considered practicable. 

Comment No. 3: NMFS recommends that an Endangered Species Act Section 7 consultation on 
smalltooth sawfish (Pristis pectinata) be conducted. This listed species has the potential to occur in the 
project area. The use of smalltooth sawfish construction conditions should required during construction 
activities. A section on this smalltooth sawfish should be added to the Biological Assessment portion of 
the DEIS. 

Response: We have conducted an evaluation of the potential project effects on the smalltooth 
sawfish. The Coast Guard is submitting this information to the NMFS along with a request for ESA 
Section 7 consultation on the species. The use of NMFS' Sea Turtle and Smalltooth Sawfish 
Construction Conditions during construction will be a commitment in the Final EIS. 

Comment No. 4: The bridge should be designed to convey all stormwater off the bridge and into 
appropriate stormwater treatment systems. This will prevent degraded water from being discharged 
into the Manatee River and reaching estuarine habitats at the project site and downstream. A 
commitment to convey stormwater off the bridge for treatment at upland facilities is made in Section 
4.3.7 of the DE IS. 

Response: The stormwater conveyance system has been designed to capture and treat all stormwater 
from the bridge. No water will be discharged from the bridge to the Manatee River. 

Comment No. 5: Before mitigation is finalized and permits are issued, a better effort must be made to 
quantify the amount of mangroves that are interspersed within those areas identified now (in the DEIS 
Wetland Evaluation Report) as simply salt marshes (FLUCFCS code 642) . These mixed salt 
marsh/mangrove areas are found on both the peninsular area and on the southern shore of the river 
where the bridge would make landfall. 

Response: We have revisited the project area in an effort to further quantify the extent of mangroves 
in these areas. Within Wetland 2 both red and black mangroves occur within the 0.59-acre area 
identified as wetland scrub. The mangroves occur sporadically in this area and are interspersed with 
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salt bush, wax myrtle, and Brazilian pepper. The total area occupied by mangroves within this area is 
estimated at 0.1 acre. 

The saltmarsh portion of the peninsula north of the river contains very widely scattered red mangrove 
trees with most being less than three feet tall. Of the 1.58 acres of saltmarsh identified in this area, 
less than 200 square feet is estimated to consist of mangroves. 

Comment No. 6: Although some wetland impacts will be temporary (e.g. from the work trestle) and 
these wetlands may recover after some period of time, the loss of ecological function during this 
recovery period should be factored into the compensatory mitigation scheme as a time lag metric. A 
thorough review of the UMAM scores and proposed compensatory mitigation should be conducted with 
all involved resource and permitting agencies in an effort to reach consensus on the final scores and 
compensatory mitigation scenario. 

Response: We will factor a time lag into the UMAM scoring for the temporary wetland impacts. 
Application has been made for environmental permits from the SWFWMD and USACE; both of these 
agencies are reviewing the UMAM scoring for the proposed impact and mitigation areas and the 
acceptability of the proposed mitigation. 

Comment No. 7: A statement is made in Section 4.5.1 of the Essential Fish Habitat portion of the 
Wetland Evaluation Report (Appendix D) that the project will result in "de minimus to minimal adverse 
impacts to red drum, gray snapper, pink shrimp, and stone crab populations and their prey species." 
with no explanation of how the conclusion was reached. Some explanation of the analysis used to reach 
the conclusion should be provided. 

Response: The first paragraph of Section 4.5.1 is being revised as follows and as an explanation of the 
analysis used to reach the conclusion referenced above: 

4.5.1 FORT HAMER ALTERNATIVE 

The presence of bridge pilings/footings within the wetlands and open water portion of the Manatee 
River would result in 0.15 acre of fill. These impacts are not expected to adversely affect populations 
of red drum, gray snapper, pink shrimp, stone crab, and their prey populations. 

A total of 1.01 acres of Wetlands 2, 3, and 4 would be subjected to permanent shading impacts from 
the bridge (all of which qualifies as designated EFH}. These impacts would not affect the hydrology of 
the affected wetlands but may result in a decrease of vegetation and secondary productivity beneath 
the bridge. As stated previously, approximately 48 percent of the structure would have a height-width 
ratio of 0. 7 or greater, including that portion of the structure over the saltmarsh and mangroves in 
Wetland 3. The mid-point of the bridge, and consequently the highest part of the bridge, occurs over 
these marsh/mangrove habitats and allows stormwater to flow in equal volumes from the bridge to 
the storm water ponds located at each end of the structure. Thus, 75 percent of the total permanent 
shading area (0.76 acre of the 1.01 acres) occurs beneath that portion of the bridge with a height­
width ratio of 0.7 or greater. The remaining 25 percent of shading area (0.25 acre) occurs beneath 
portions of the bridge with a height-width ratio of less than 0. 7. 

Broome et a/. (2005} report that above-ground biomass, stem height, stem count, number of flowers, 
and basal area were greatly reduced beneath bridges at height-width ratios less than 0.5. At a height­
width ratio of 0.68 adverse bridge shading effects on vegetation were still detected although greatly 
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diminished. Likewise, they showed a strong correlation of bridge height-width ratio with secondary 
productivity with benthic invertebrate density and diversity significantly lower beneath bridges with a 
height-width ratio less than 0.7. Broome eta/. (2005} concluded, "Data indicates that shading by 
bridges having height-width ratios greater than 0. 7 do not adversely impact the productivity or 
function of the underlying marsh ..." Based on this analysis, the 0.25 acre of permanent shading area 
beneath the proposed bridge would be expected to result in reduced productivity and ecological 
function beneath the bridge. The remaining 0. 76 acre of shading would have minimally reduced 
productivity and function. Shading beneath the bridge may be further reduced due to the north-south 
orientation of the bridge; more sunlight will be present under the bridge during the morning and late 
afternoon hours compared to a bridge with an east-west axis. Based on this information, we conclude 
that the 1.01 acres of permanent shading beneath the bridge will have minimal adverse effects to red 
drum, gray snapper, pink shrimp, and stone crab populations and their prey species. 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE 
Southeast Regional Office 
263 13th A venue South 
St. Petersburg, FL 33701 

SEA TURTLE AND SMALLTOOTH SAWFISH CONSTRUCTION CONDITIONS 

The permittee shall comply with the following protected species construction conditions: 

a. 	 The permittee shall instruct all personnel associated with the project of the potential presence of 
these species and the need to avoid collisions with sea turtles and smalltooth sawfish. All 
construction personnel are responsible for observing water-related activities for the presence of 
these species. 

b. 	 The permittee shall advise all construction personnel that there are civil and criminal penalties for 
harming, harassing, or killing sea turtles or smalltooth sawfish, which are protected under the 
Endangered Species Act of 1973. 

c. 	 Siltation barriers shall be made of material in which a sea turtle or small tooth sawfish cannot 
become entangled, be properly secured, and be regularly monitored to avoid protected species 
entrapment. Barriers may not block sea turtle or smalltooth sawfish entry to or exit from 
designated critical habitat without prior agreement from the National Marine Fisheries Service's 
Protected Resources Division, St. Petersburg, Florida. 

d. 	 All vessels associated with the construction project shall operate at "no wake/idle" speeds at all 
times while in the construction area and while in water depths where the draft of the vessel 
provides less than a four-foot clearance from the bottom. All vessels will preferentially follow 
deep-water routes (e.g., marked channels) whenever possible. 

e. 	 If a sea turtle or smalltooth sawfish is seen within 100 yards of the active daily 
construction/dredging operation or vessel movement, all appropriate precautions shall be 
implemented to ensure its protection. These precautions shall include cessation of operation of 
any moving equipment closer than 50 feet of a sea turtle or smalltooth sawfish. Operation of any 
mechanical construction equipment shall cease immediately if a sea turtle or small tooth sawfish is 
seen within a 50-ft radius of the equipment. Activities may not resume until the protected species 
has departed the project area of its own volition. 

f. 	 Any collision with and/or injury to a sea turtle or smalltooth sawfish shall be reported 
immediately to the National Marine Fisheries Service's Protected Resources Division (727-824­
5312) and the local authorized sea turtle stranding/rescue organization. 

g. 	 Any special construction conditions, required of your specific project, outside these general 
conditions, if applicable, will be addressed in the primary consultation. 

Revised: March 23, 2006 
0:\forms\Sea Turtle and Smalltooth Sawfish Construction Conditions.doc 
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Pride, Tom 

From: David Rydene- NOAA Federal <david.rydene@noaa.gov> 
Sent: Wednesday, October 09, 2013 10:04 AM 
To: Pride, Tom 
Subject: Re: Bridge over Manatee River at Ft Hamer- additional NMFS questions 

Thanks Tom! 

On Wed, Oct 9, 2013 at 7:52AM, Pride, Tom <tom.pride@urs.com> wrote: 

David, 

On October 2 you had called and asked for clarifying information regarding the temporary trestle and pile­
driving associated with the proposed bridge over the Manatee River at Fort Hamer. Each question is listed 
below followed by our response: 

What is the length of the temporary trestle on the south side of the river and the length of the 
temporary trestle on the north side of the river? Response: The south side trestle is approximately 
270 feet and the north side trestle is approximately 1,650 feet. 

Other than the pilings/piers are there any other structures or rip-rap to be placed in the river or 
wetlands adjacent to the river? Response: There are no other structures planned in the river. At 
the end bents, the Preliminary Bridge Hydraulic Report recommends sod or equivalent 
geotextile/armoring for the slope at the wetland/upland interface. The current design does not 
include any rip-rap or other armoring below the wetland boundary. If, during construction, it is 
determined that riprap armoring is required below the wetland boundary a permit modification 
for the additional impact and required mitigation will be submitted. 

How long (approximately) will it take to drive each concrete pile for the main bridge and how long 
will it take to drive each pipe pile for the temporary trestle? How many of each can be driven each 
day? Response: It varies throughout Florida depending on the soil conditions and hammer used 
by the contractor. Concrete piles can be driven in as quickly as 15 minutes or as long as 45-90 
minutes. Assuming 60 minutes per pile, approximately 6 to 8 concrete piles could be driven in one 
day. The steel pipe piles are vibrated in place and take between 15 and 45 minutes 
each. Assuming 30 minutes for each pile, approximately 14 to 16 steel pipe piles can be driven per 
day. 
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Is there a potential for the contractor to use water jetting tD start the piles? Response: The 
Geotechnical Report recommends preformed pile holes to start the piles, but there 1s always the 
potential that the contractor may want to use water jetting to start the piles. 

I hope this information is helpful for your review. Please do not hesitate to contact me with any questions or if 
you need additional information. 

Thank you, 

Tom Pride 

Manager, Environmental Sciences 

URS Corporation 

7650 W Courtney Campbell Causeway 

Tampa, FL 33607-1462 

Direct: 813-636-2154 

Cell: 813-748-7315 

Tom.pride@urs.com 

This e-mail and any attachments contain URS Corporation confidential information that may be proprietary or 
privileged. If you receive this message in error or are not the intended recipient, you should not retain , distribute, 
disclose or use any of this information and you should destroy the e-mail and any attachments or copies . 

David Rydene, Ph.D. 
Fish Biologist 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
Habitat Conservation Division 
263 13th A venue South 
St. Petersburg, FL 33701 
Office (727) 824-5379 
Cell (813) 992-5730 
Fax (727) 824-5300 
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United States Department of the Interior 
U. S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

7915 BAYMEADOWS WAY, SUITE 200 
JACKSONVILLE , FLORIDA 32256-7517 

IN REPLY REFER TO: 
FWS Log No. 41910-2013-1-0229 

November 29, 2013 

Rear Admiral John H. Korn, Commander 
Seventh U .S. Coast Guard District 
909 SE 1st Avenue 
Miami, Florida 33131 
(Attn.: Randall Overton) 

Dear Commander : 

The Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) received the U.S. Coast Guard 's (USCG 's) letter dated 
July 24, 2013, regarding a bridge construction project proposed by Manatee County , Florida. 
You stated that , as lead federal agency for the project , the USCG wished to initiate consultation 
with the Service under section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (Act), as amended (16 
U.S.C. 1531 et seq.).  Included in the letter were links to a Biological Assessment (BA) and 
Wetland Evaluation Report (WER) that are appendices to a July 5, 2013, Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (DEIS) for the project. In addition , supplemental updates to the BA and WER 
were submitted with your letter.  You provided determinations of "may affect , not likely to 
adversely affect" for the West Indian (Florida) manatee (Trichechus manatus latirostris), wood 
stork (Mycteria americana), and for the eastern indigo snake (Drymarchon corais couperi). In 
an email dated November 20, 2013, the USCG informed the Service of additional site-specific 
manatee protection measures to be implemented during construction.  We provide the followin g 
comments in accordance with the Act , the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (FWCA) (16 
U.S .C. 661 et seq.), and the Marine Mammal Protection Act of 1972 (MMPA), as amended (16 
U.S.C. 1461 et seq.) . 

The proposed bridge, referred to in the DEIS as the Fort Hamer Alternative , consists of a new , 
two-lane, mid-level, fixed span bridge crossing the Manatee River and approaches that would 
connect the existing Manatee River Road with the existing Fort Hamer Road. The proposed 
bridge would cross the Manatee River approximately 15 miles upstream of its mouth , near 
Parish , Manatee County (27.5194N , -82.4286 W).   The proposed bridge length is 2,570 feet. 
The construction limits for the project extend 1.4 miles and the study area (described as the area 
of potentially increased traffic) extends for 6 miles and 0.5 mile outward from the proposed 
center line. 

West Indian manatees utilize the Manatee River for calving, mating , foraging , resting , and as a 
travel corridor.  The Manatee River from the Manatee Lake Dam to Tampa Bay, including 
waters at the project site, is designated as manatee critical habitat. Aerial surveys by the Florida 
Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission indicate that the Manatee River receives substantial 
use by manatees year-round. 
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Potential project threats to the West Indian manatee include collision with construction vessels 
and acoustic impacts of pile driving with hydraulic hammers during construction.  In order to 
reduce the effects of the project on the manatee, Manatee County has committed to 
implementing the "Standard Manatee Conditions for In-Water Activities" developed by the 
FWC.  In addition to observing all posted speed zones on the Manatee River, construction 
vehicles will be required to operate at "slow speed/no wake" within 0.5 mile upstream and 
downstream of the construction site. Qualified manatee observers will be stationed in place to 
observe the river during all in-water construction and have authority to cease project operations 
when appropriate.  All pile driving will occur during daylight hours.  If a manatee or a dolphin is 
observed within 0.25-mile buffer of a pile driving operation, work will cease until the animal 
leaves the area on its own.  Additional conservation measures include; movement of barges and 
other vessels will be minimized during nighttime hours; grating will be installed over any 
existing or proposed pipes or culverts 8 inches to 8 feet in diameter that may be accessible to 
manatees; and, mooring bumpers (fenders) will be in place between vessels where there is a 
possibility of a manatee being crushed between two moored vessels. 

With the incorporation of standard manatee construction conditions and other conditions 
committed to in the USCG's email of November 20, 2013, above, it is our position that the 
likelihood of take of a manatee or its habitat is insignificant or discountable. As such, we concur 
with any revised USCG's determination that the project "may affect, but is not likely to 
adversely affect," the manatee or its designated critical habitat.  In addition, because no 
incidental take of manatees is anticipated, no such authorizations under the MMP A will be 
needed. 

While no wood stork rookeries are located within 2,500 feet of the project site, two active wood 
stork rookeries are located within 15 miles. Therefore, suitable foraging habitat on the project 
site is within the Core Foraging Area of these two colonies. The Fort Hamer Bridge project as 
currently proposed would impact an estimated 4.34 acre of wetlands, including suitable foraging 
habitat for the wood stork. It appears that some of the wetland types potentially impacted would 
not constitute suitable foraging habitat for wood storks.  Wetlands offered as compensation for 
suitable foraging habitat impacted will include, at minimum, foraging function for wood storks 
equal to those habitats impacted.  Given this commitment, we concur with a "may affect, but not 
likely to adversely affect" determination for the wood stork. 

Minimal habitat suitable to support the eastern indigo snake is present within the project area. 
However, gopher tortoise (Gopherus polyphemus) burrows have been observed north of the 
Manatee River within the project area. Wherever the eastern indigo snake occurs in xeric 
habitats, it is closely associated with gopher tortoise burrows, which provide shelter from winter 
cold and summer heat.  Suitable gopher tortoise habitat is limited in the project area and only 17 
acres of uplands are present within the proposed construction limits. We note that standard 
construction precautions for the eastern indigo snake (Appendix of the BA) are proposed.  These 
precautions should be updated to conform to conform to the Service's August 12, 2013, Standard 
Protection Measures for the Eastern Indigo Snake (available at 
http: //www.fws.gov /nmihflorida/Tools2Use /consult-landowner-refs.htm). Evaluation based on 
the Service's 2010 Eastern Indigo Snake Programmatic Effect Determination Key (as modified 
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in 2013) indicates a "may affect, not likely to adversely affect" determination for the eastern 
indigo snake is appropriate, since the proposed project appears unlikely to impact more than 25 
active and inactive gopher tortoise burrows or 25 acres of scrub habitat. Based on the 
information provided, we concur on the "may affect, not likely to adversely affect" 
determination for the eastern indigo snake. 

Although this does not represent a biological opinion as described in section 7 of the Act, it does 
fulfill the requirements of the Act and no further action is required unless modifications are made 
to the project that affect listed species; additional information involving potential effects to listed 
species becomes available; the applicant fails to comply with the permit conditions; or if take of 
a listed species occurs during the construction of this facility, in which case consultation will be 
reinitiated. 

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has received an application for the Fort Hamer Bridge 
project.  We anticipate additional Service review of some aspects of the proposed project and its 
impacts to fish and wildlife, and potentially providing comments to the Corps consistent with 
provisions of the FWCA. 

We appreciate commitments by Manatee County to conserve fish and wildlife. If you have any 
questions regarding this letter or to further coordinate with the Service regarding this matter, 
please contact Peter Plage at (904)731-3085. 

Sincerely, 

cc: John Fellows, Corps (Tampa Regulatory Office) 
Mary Duncan, FWC (Tallahassee) 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE 
Southeast Reg100al Office 
263 13th Avenue South 
St. Petersburg, Florida 33701-5505 
http:J/sero.nmfs.noaa.gov 

F/SER46:DR 

DEC 11 2013 
SER-2013-11912 

Commander ( dpb) 
United States Coast Guard 
Seventh Coast Guard District 
Bridge Administration Branch 
909 SE 1st Avenue, Suite 432 
Miami, Florida 33131-3050 

Attn: Randall D. Overton , Bridge Management Specialist 

Ref.: US Coast Guard Public Notice ( 11-13) Fort Hamer Road Bridge (new bridge), Manatee 
County, Florida 

Dear Mr. Overton: 

This respond s to your letter dated September 18,2013, requesting Nationa l Marine Fi sheries Service 
(NMFS) concurrence with your project-effect determinations under Section 7 of the Endangered 
Species Act (ESA) for the above-referenced project. You determined that the project may affect, but 
is not like ly to adversely affect, smalltooth sawfish. Our findings on the project's potential effects 
are based on the project descriptions in thi s response. Changes to the proposed action for the project 
may negate our findings and may require reinitiating cons ultatio n. 

After reviewing the project's Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), NMFS sent comments 
to the U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) on Augu st 8, 20 13, including a recommendation that smalltooth 
sawfish be consulted on under Section 7 of the ESA and that a supplemental section on that species 
be added to the DEIS 's Biological Assessment. NMFS requested information on pile driving 
activ ities on August 22, 2013, and received the information that day. NMFS requested additional 
information on pile dri ving related to the insta llation of a temporary work trestle on August 29, 20 13. 
NMFS received a revised ESA/Essential Fish Habitat consu ltation request Jetter from the USCG on 
September 19, 2013, that included a " Not Like ly to Adversely Affect" determination for smalltooth 
sawfi sh. The letter also included information on temporary work trestle pile driving activities. 

The proposed new bridge projec t s ite is located at 27.522423°N, 82.428585 °W over the Manatee 
River in Manatee County, Florida (Figure 1). Thi s portion of the Manatee Ri ver is tidally influenced, 
and salt marsh and mangroves are present within the limits of proposed construction. Some 
submerged aquatic vegetation (w idgeon grass, Ruppia maritima), a salt-tolerant freshwate r species, 
also occurs in the area. There is currently no bridge structure at the site. Manatee County (the 
app licant) proposes the construction of a new two-lane bridge. The northern end of the bridge would 
connect with existing Fort Hamer Road , and the southern end would tie into Upper Manatee 
Road/Lakewood Ranch Boul evard. The project length wou ld be approximately 2,318 feet. At its 
highest point the bridge wou ld be 26 feet above Mean High Water. 
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Fig ure 1. Proposed Fort Hamer Road Bridge location. 

Two temporary work trestles would be installed as part of the project. Each trestle would be 28 feet 
wide. The southside trestle would be about 270 feet long, and the north side trestle about l ,650 feet 
lo ng. The trestles would be supported by steel pipe pil es in the range of 18-24 inches in diameter. A 
total of 136 pipe piles would be installed . The pipe piles would be vibrated into place. It will take an 
average of 30 minutes to install each pipe pile, and about 14-16 pipe piles cou ld be installed each 
day . Therefore , active pipe pile installation wou ld take about 9-10 day s. The trestle components, 
including the pipe piles, wou ld be removed following completion of the new bridge. The work 
trestles are esti mated to be in place for 14- 18 months. 

Construction of the bridge itself would require driving 191 pre-cast, pre-stressed 24-inch square 
concrete piles using a hydraulic impac t hammer. These piles would be driven in the river bed and 
also in the salt marsh peninsula that juts into the river. The piles would initially be placed into pre­
formed holes in the river bed, and it is poss ible that water jetting may also be used to seat the piles 
before driving begins. The majority of the pile dri ving wou ld be done from the work trestles, 
al though pile driving at the river channel may require the use of barges. In thi s instance, two barges 
wou ld be used: one barge would store materials and the other would carry the pil e driving equipment. 
It is estimated that each pi le would take approxi mate ly 60 minutes to drive, and that about 6-8 piles 
could be dri ven per day . This would translate to about 24-32 days of active pile driving. Overall pile 
driving-related activities are estimated to take 6 months to complete. Pile dri ving will only occur 
during daylight hours. 

Heavy equ ipme nt such as cranes, backhoes, and dump trucks will be used to accomplish land -based 
co nstruction activities. There are no plans to place riprap or other armoring c omponents on the 
river's shorelines. The entire project is ex pected to take approximate ly 20 month s to complete. The 
applicant will use turbidity controls and comply with NMFS's Sea Turtle and Smalltooth Sawfish 
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Construction Condition s dated March 23, 2006. Mangrove losses due to the project are estimated to 
be less than 0.3 acre. 

We believe that smaJltooth sawfi sh cou ld be present in the action area and may be affected by the 
project. However, there are no records of smalltooth sawfish (adults or juveniles) in the vicinity 
of the project area in the National Sawfish Encounter Database (1999 to 2008). The closest 
record of a sawfish to the project area occurs 6 miles downstream. There are o nl y three records 
of smalltooth sawfish in the entire Manatee River in the encounter database. While this does not 
necessarily preclude the possibility of sawfish occurring near the project, it suggests that they are 
very uncommon in this part of the Manatee River, if they occur there at all. The project area is 
not located in critica l habi tat for this listed species. We have identified the following potential 
effects to the spec ies and concluded the species are not like ly to be adversely affected. 

I . 	 Effects to smalltooth sawfish include the risk o f injury from in-water construction machinery 
(e.g., pile driving and jetting equipment, barges and work boats, anchors, etc.) or piling 
installation, which will be discountable due to the species' ability to move away from the 
project site if disturbed. The applicant' s comp liance with NMFS's Sea Turtle and Smalltooth 
Sawfish Construction Conditions will provide an additional measure of protection. 

2. 	 Smalltooth sawfish may be affected by dayti me pile driving noise associated with the bridge 
construction . The project involves the insta llation of 18-to 24-inch stee l pipe piles and 24­
inch square concrete piles using a vibratory hammer and an impact hammer, respec tively. 
Based on data from the Federal Highway Administration (20 12) 1 on vibratory and impact 
hammer pile dri ving noi se threshold leve ls for fis h, thi s project's no ise levels should be 
below the threshold for injury. However, maximum pile driving noise levels at the source 
(approx imately 185 dB Root Mean Square or RMS) wi ll like ly exceed the threshold for 
potential behavioral effects to fi sh ( 150 dB RMS for fish). Based o n thi s information , fish 
may ex hibit behavioral changes whe n withi n a 2 15-meter radius of the project's active pile 
driving. 

Due to their expected avoidance of project noise and activity, we would not expect a sawfish 
to remain stationary within 215 meters of a pile during installation operations. The project 
has adequate avenues for a sawfish to escape or avoid the project area during pile driving 
activities, and the project area could still be used by the species during early evening and 
night hours when pile driving will not occ ur. Also, the likelihood that sma lltooth sawfish 
will be present in the project area is low since the highest densities of the smalltooth sawfish 
in the Gulf of Mexico occur from Charlotte Harbor and southward , and smalltooth sawfish 
are relatively rare in the Manatee Ri ver system. In addition, the USCG will require the 
applicants (as a permit condition) to adhere to NMFS's Sea Turtle and Srnalltooth Sawfish 
Construction Conditions, which require them to stop work if a sawfish is spotted within 50 
feet of construction activ ities. We believe that piling installation noi se generated by thi s 
project will have insignificant effects on smalltooth sawfish. 

3. 	 The loss of 0.3 acre of mangroves as potential refuge and foraging habitat for juvenile 
smalltooth sawfish in the area does lesse n the overall available habitat to the species. 
However, the loss of red and black mangroves will have an insignifi cant effect given the 

1 Federal Highway Admini stration . 2012. Technical Guidance for Assessment and Mitigation of the Hydroacoustic Effects of 
Pile Driving on Fish. Final. February ( ICF 645 . 10). Prepared by ICF International, Seaule. WA. 
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extensive man grove habitat avai lable around the project area and e lsew he re in the Manatee 
River system. 

In conclusion, we concur with your determin atio ns that the proposed action s are unlike ly to adversely 
affect the listed spec ies or their critical habitat. Thi s concludes the USCG's consultation 
responsibilities under the ESA for species under NMFS's purview. Consultation must be reinitiated 
if a take occurs or new information reveals e ffects of the action not previously considered, or the 
identified action is su bsequently modified in a manner that causes an effect to the listed species or 
critical habitat in a manner or to an extent not previously c onsidere d, or if a new spec ies is li sted or 
critical habitat designated that may be affected by the identifie d action. 

Additional relevant information is enclosed for your review. We look forward to further cooperation 
with you on other proj ects to ensure the conservation of our threatened and endangered marine 
species and designated critical habitat. If you have any questions on this consultation, please contact 
Dr. Dave Rydene, consultation biologist, at (727) 824-5379, or by e-mai l at 
Dav id.Ryde ne@noaa.gov. 

Sincere ly, 

~ 	Roy E. Crabtree , Ph.D. 
Regional Adminis trator 

Enc.: 1. Sea Turtle and Smalltooth Sawfish Construction Conditions (Rev ised March 23, 2006) 
2. PCTS Access and Additional Considerations for ESA Section 7 Consultations 
(Revised June II , 20 13) 

File: 	 15 14-22.H 
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SEA TURTLE AND SMALL TOOTH SAWFISH CONSTRUCTION CONDITIONS 

The permittee shall comply with the following protected species construction conditions: 

a. The permittee s hall instruct all perso nnel associated with the proj ect of the potential presence 
of these s pec ies and the need to avoid collis ions with ea turtles and s malltooth sawfish . All 
construction personnel are respons ibl e for observing water-related acti vities for the presence of 
these spec ies. 

b. The permittee hall ad vise all construction personnel that there are civil and criminal penalties 
for harming, harassing, or killing sea turtles or smalltooth sawfish , which are protected under the 
Endangered Species Act of 1973. 

c. S iltation barrier hall be made of material in which a sea turtle or s mall tooth sawfish cannot 
become e ntangled, be properly sec ured , and be regularly monitored to avo id protected species 
entrapment. Barrier may not bl ock sea turtl e or s malltooth sawfish entry to or exit from 
designated critical habitat without prior agreeme nt from the National Marine Fi he ries Serv ice's 
Protected Resources Di vision, St. Pe tersburg, Florida. 

d . All vessels assoc iated with the construction proj ec t shall operate at "no wake/ idl e" speeds at 
all times while in the con struction area and whil e in water depths where the draft of the vessel 
provides less than a four-foot clearance from the bottom. All vessels will pre ferentially follow 
deep-water routes (e.g., marked channels) wh eneve r possibl e. 

e. If a sea turtl e or s mall tooth sawfish is een w ithin 100 yards of the active daily 
construction/dredg ing operati on or vessel movement, a ll appropriate precautions shall be 
imple mented to e nsure it protection. These prec auti ons shall include cessation of operation of any 
moving equipment close r than 50 feet of a sea turtle or small tooth sawfi sh. Operation of any 
mechanical constru ction equipment s hall cease immediately if a sea turtl e or malltooth sawfi sh is 
seen within a 50-ft radius of the equipment. Acti vities may not resume until the protected s pecies 
has departed the project area of its own volition . 

f. Any collis ion with and/or injury to a sea turtl e or s malltooth sawfi sh s hall be re ported 
immediate ly to the Nati onal Marine Fis heries Service's Protected Resources Di vis ion (727-824­
53 12) and the local authorized sea turtle stranding/resc ue organ ization. 

g . An y s pecial construc tion conditions, required of your s pecific proj ec t, outs ide these 
general conditions, if applicable, w ill be addressed in the primary consultation. 

Revised: March 23, 2006 
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PCTS Access a nd Additional Considerations for ESA Section 7 Con sultations 
(Revised 6 -11-2013) 

Public Consultation Tracking System (PCTS) Guidance: PCTS is a Web-based query syste m at 
https://pcts.nmfs.n oaa.gov/ that allows all federal agencies (e.g., U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
- USACE), project managers, permit applicants, consultants, and the general public to find the 
current status of NMFS's Endangered Species Act (ESA) and Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) 
consultations which are being conducted (or have been completed) pursuant to ESA Section 7 
and the Magnuson-Steven Fishery Conservation and Management Act' s (MSA) Sections 
305(b)2 and 305(b)(4). Basic information including access to documents is avai lable to all. 

The PCTS Home Page is shown below. For USACE-petmitted projects, the easiest and quickest 
way to look up a project's status, or review completed ESAIEFH consultations, is to click on 
either the "Corps Permi t Query" link (top left); or, below it, click the "Find the status of a 
consultation based on the Corps Permit number" link in the golden " I Want To..." window. 
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Then, from the "Corps District Office" list pick the appropriate USACE di strict. In the "Corps 
Permit#" box, type in the 9-digit USACE permit number identifier, with no hyphens or letters. 
Simply enter the year and the permit number, joined together, us ing precedi ng zeros if necessary 
after the year to obtain the necessary 9-digit (no more, no less) number. For example, the 
USACE Jacksonvill e District's issued permit number SAJ-2013-0235 (LP-CMW) must be typed 
in as 201300235 for PCTS to run a proper search and provide complete and accurate results. For 
querying permit applications submitted for ESAIEFH consultation by other USACE districts, the 
procedure is the same. For example, an inquiry on Mobile District's permit MVN20 1301412 is 
entered as 201301412 after selecting the Mobile District from the "Corps Di strict Office" list. 
PCTS question s should be directed to Eric Hawk at Eric.Hawk@noaa.gov or (727) 55 1-5773 . 
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EFH Reco mmendations: In addition to its protected species/critical habitat consultation 
requirements with NMFS' Protected Resources Division pursuant to Section 7 of the ESA, prior 
to proceeding with the proposed action the action agency must also consult with NMFS' Habitat 
Conservation Division (HCD) pursuant to the MSA requirements for EFH consultation (16 
U.S.C. 1855 (b)(2) and 50 CFR 600.905-.930, subpart K). The action agency shou ld also ensure 
that the applicant understands the ESA and EFH processes; that ESA and EFH consultations are 
separate, distinct, and guided by different statutes, goals, and time lines for responding to the 
action agency; and that the action agency will (and the applicant may) receive separate 
consultation correspondence on NMFS letterhead from HCD regarding their concerns and/or 
finalizing EFH consultation. 

Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA) Recommendations: The ESA Section 7 process does 
not authorize incidental takes of listed or non-listed marine mammals. If such takes may occur 
an incidental take authorization under MMPA Section 101 (a)(5) is necessary. Please contact 
NMFS' Permits, Conservation, and Education Di vision at (301) 713-2322 for more information 
regarding MMP A permitting procedures. 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE 

Southeast Regional Office 
263 13th Avenue South 
St. Petersburg, Florida 33701-5505 
(727) 824-5317; FAX 824-5300 

December 16,2013 F/SER46:DR 

Office ofthe Commander (dpb) 
Seventh Coast Guard District 
Brickell Plaza Federal Building 
909 Southeast First A venue (Room 432) 
Miami, Florida 33131-3028 

Dear Commander: 

NOAA's National Marine Fisheries Service, Habitat Conservation Division (NMFS), has reviewed 
the documents (Public Notice 11-13, Draft Environmental Impact Statement, and supplemental 
updates to the Biological Assessment and Wetland Evaluation Report) provided by the United States 
Coast Guard regarding the construction of a new bridge spanning the Manatee River in Manatee 
County, Florida. 

The proposed new bridge project site is located at 27.522423°N, 82.428585°W over the Manatee 
River in Manatee County, Florida. This portion of the Manatee River is tidally influenced and salt 
marsh and mangroves are present within the limits of proposed construction. Some submerged 
aquatic vegetation (widgeon grass, Ruppia maritima), a salt-tolerant freshwater species, also occurs in 
the area. There is currently no bridge structure at the site. Manatee County (the applicant) proposes 
the construction of a new two-lane bridge. The northern end of the bridge would connect with 
existing Fort Hamer Road, and the southern end would tie into Upper Manatee Road/Lakewood 
Ranch Boulevard. The project length would be approximately 2,318 feet. At its highest point the 
bridge would be 26 feet above Mean High Water. The project is expected to take 20 months to 
complete. 

Construction of the bridge is expected to result in permanent and temporary impacts to salt marsh and 
mangrove habitats. These habitats are utilized by federally-managed fish species and their prey, and 
are considered Essential Fish Habitat under Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and 
Management Act. Permanent loss of salt marsh due to the project is estimated at 1.48 acres and 
permanent loss of mangroves is estimated at 0.11 acres. Temporary impacts to salt marsh due to 
the installation of two temporary work trestles is estimated at 0.62 acres. The work trestles will 
be in place for 14-18 months. 

NMFS staff has reviewed the Conceptual Mitigation Plan contained in Appendix D (Wetland 
Evaluation Report) of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. Compensatory mitigation to offset 
wetland impacts will be undertaken in the vicinity ofthe project and involve wetland creation efforts. 
NMFS believes that the proposed compensatory mitigation for salt marsh and mangrove impacts due 

to the project will be adequate to offset the loss of ecological function provided by these habitats. The 
final compensatory mitigation plan should include a monitoring component to ensure that the 
compensatory mitigation is successful. In the event that mitigation is not successful, a contingency 
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mitigation plan will need to be developed to offset the loss of ecological function and include a time 
lag factor to account for the time period that those lost functions have not been present. 

If you have questions regarding our views on this project, please contact Dr. Dave Rydene in our St. 
Petersburg, Florida office. Dr. Rydene may be reached at the letterhead address or by calling (727) 
824-5379. 

Sincerely, 

Virginia M. Fay 
Assistant Regional Administrator 
Habitat Conservation Division 

cc: 
F/SER4 
F/SER46- Rydene 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
JACKSONVILLE DISTRICT CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

10117 PRINCESS PALM AVENUE, SUITE 120 
TAMPA, FLORIDA  33610-8302 

February 25, 2014 
REPLY TO 
ATTENTION OF 

Tampa Section
SAJ-2010-02223 (IP-JPF) 

Kent Bontrager, P.E.
Project Manager, Manatee County Public Works
Via electronic mail: kent.bontrager@mymanatee.org 

Dear Mr. Bontrager: 

    This is in reference to your permit application received on July 31, 203, requesting 
Department of the Army (DA) authorization to impact waters of the United States in 
association with the proposed Fort Hamer Bridge.  The project site is located at the
south end of Fort Hamer Road, in Section 20, Township 34 South, Range 19 East, and 
Section 17, Township 34 South, Range 19 East, Bradenton, Manatee County, Florida.  
This project has been assigned permit application number SAJ-2010-02223, which 
should be referenced on all future correspondence. 

The purpose of this letter is to convey comments received in response to the public 
notice issued on January 22, 2014.  A copy of this letter is being sent to all of the 
commenting agencies to acknowledge receipt of their letters.  In response to the public 
notice, the following comments were received: 

1. The National Marine Fisheries Service, by letter dated February 4, 2014, stated 
that they had reviewed the proposed mitigation plan, that the plan is adequate to 
offset impacts to salt marsh and mangrove habitats, and that the final plan should 
include monitoring, a contingency plan, and a time lag factor.  The United States 
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), by letter dated November 29, 2013, stated 
that they concurred with the ‘may affect, not likely to adversely affect’ 
determinations for the eastern indigo snake, wood stork and for the West Indian 
manatee that were made in the United States Coast Guard’s (USCG) July 24, 
2013, effect determination letter for the overall project.  The Corps accepts the 
USFWS letter as assurance that there are no concerns with the effect 
determinations for the wood stork and indigo snake made in the public notice.   

No response to either of these comment letters is necessary. 

2. The State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) did not respond to the public 
notice, however the Corps has noted that the October 1, 2013, letter from the 
SHPO to the USCG states that monitoring may be appropriate in the vicinity of 
the historic cemetery and within the boundaries of 8MA315.  Please indicate if 
monitoring is proposed as suggested by the SHPO, and provide any more recent 
correspondence on this issue if available. 
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3. The Draft EIS for this project states that USCG coordination with Seminole Tribe 
of Florida’s Tribal Historic Preservation Office (THPO) is ongoing.  Although the 
THPO did not provide comments on the public notice, the Corps will coordinate 
the proposed activity with them to address any concerns.  Please provide the 
current status of the USCG’s coordination with the THPO, including any project 
numbers used by the THPO for the coordination. 

4. Although your project is not within the service area of any Corps-approved 
mitigation banks, there is a bank in the vicinity of the project (Tampa Bay 
Mitigation Bank) that allows linear projects outside of the bank service area to 
use the bank. 

Since your mitigation plan deviates from the Corps mitigation hierarchy in CFR 
§332.3(b) (i.e. permittee responsible), please submit a narrative demonstrating 
the mitigation plan is: 

a. 	 An environmentally preferable mitigation option 
1. Assess likelihood for ecological success 
2. Evaluate sustainability 
3. Locations of the compensatory mitigation project and the 

impact site; significance to the watershed 
b. Practicable, 
c. 	 Managing risk and uncertainty, and 
d. 	 Likely to successfully offset impacts. 

5. 	  The following comments relate to specific components of the mitigation plan 
dated November 21, 2013: 

a. 	 Please revise Section 1, “Goals and Objectives”, to reference only the 
Corp impacts and mitigation. If approved, the mitigation plan will be 
attached to and become part of the Department of the Army permit, and 
discrepancies between acreages and other information in the main body 
of the permit and the plan will complicate compliance verification later. 

b. In Section 2, “Site Selection”, please provide additional details on the 
surrounding land uses, including the adjacent FDOT mitigation areas and 
the use of much of the Hidden Harbour Tract as a county park, including 
drawings showing the location of the mitigation areas and park facilities 
(parking lots, buildings, etc.). 

c. 	 In Section 4, “Baseline Conditions”, please provide additional details about 
adjacent natural communities that the proposed mitigation areas may be 
modeled after, to provide additional assurance that the target communities 
are obtainable and sustainable. 
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d. In Section 5, “Mitigation Work Plan”, please provide additional information 
on what other measures will be undertaken during construction of the 
mitigation areas to ensure initial success and long-term sustainability, 
such as use of donor muck or other organic material to improve soil 
conditions and encourage natural recruitment. 

e. 	 Please revise Section 6, “Determination of Credits”, to acknowledge that 
the Corps will only accept sufficient mitigation to offset the proposed 
functional losses, and that any ‘left over’ functional gain is not being 
banked for future use. 

f. 	 The Corps has provided specific comments about the UMAM scoring for 
the proposed mitigation in Item 6, below. 

g. Please provide additional information in Section 7, “Maintenance Plan”: 
i. 	 Please include information on how feral hogs will be excluded or 

managed. 
ii. 	 Please explain if temporary irrigation is proposed. 
iii. 	 How will the weir structure between the two sites be maintained? 

h. For Section 8, “Site Protection”, please provide additional documentation – 
regulations, agreements, etc. –on how the need for Florida Communities 
Trust approval before changing land use plans in the Hidden Harbour 
Tract provides sufficient site protection for the mitigation areas. 

i. 	 The following are the Corps’ standard performance standards for wetland 
mitigation: 

Performance Standards: To meet the objectives of the approved 
compensatory mitigation plan, the Permittee shall achieve the following 
performance standards: 
a. At least 80 percent cover by appropriate wetland species (i.e., FAC or 
wetter). 
b. Cover of Category I and II invasive exotic plant species, pursuant to the 
most current list established by the Florida Exotic Pest Plant Council at 
http://www.fleppc.org, and the nuisance species, dogfennel (Eupatorium 
capillifolium), Bermudagrass (Cynodon spp.), Bahiagrass (Paspalum 
notatum), and cattail (Typha spp.). shall total less than 5 percent. 
c. 	Less than 20 percent mortality of planted wetland species. 
d. Hydrologic enhancement will result in soils that are, at a minimum, 
inundated between 12.5 and 25 percent of the growing season. 
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Please use these in Section 9, “Performance Standards”. 

j. 	 The following are the Corps’ standard monitoring requirements for wetland 
mitigation: 

Monitoring and Reporting Timeframes: To show compliance with the 
performance standards the Permittee shall complete the following: 

a. Perform a time-zero monitoring event of the wetland mitigation area(s) 
within 60 days of completion of the compensatory mitigation objectives 
identified in the Compensatory Mitigation Special Condition of this 
permit. 

b. Submit the time-zero report to the Corps within 60 days of completion 
of the monitoring event. The report will include at least one paragraph 
depicting baseline conditions of the mitigation site(s) prior to initiation of 
the compensatory mitigation objectives and a detailed plan view drawing 
of all created, enhanced and/or restored mitigation areas. 

c. Subsequent to completion of the compensatory mitigation objectives, 
perform semi-annual monitoring of the wetland mitigation areas for the first 
3 years and annual monitoring thereafter for a total of no less than 5 years 
of monitoring. 

d. Submit annual monitoring reports to the Corps within 60 days of 

completion of the monitoring event. Semi-annual monitoring will be 

combined into one annual monitoring report. 


e. Monitor the mitigation area(s) and submit annual monitoring reports to 
the Corps until released in accordance with the Mitigation Release 
Special Condition of this permit. 

Reporting Format: Annual monitoring reports shall follow a 10-page 
maximum report format for assessing compensatory mitigation sites.  The 
Permittee shall submit all documentation to the Corps on 8½-inch by 11­
inch paper, and include the following: 

a. 	Project Overview (1 Page): 

(1) Department of the Army Permit Number 

(2) Name and contact information of Permittee and consultant 
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(3) Name of party responsible for conducting the monitoring and the 
date(s) the inspection was conducted 

(4) A brief paragraph describing the purpose of the approved project, 
acreage and type of aquatic resources impacted, and mitigation acreage 
and type of aquatic resources authorized to compensate for the aquatic 
impacts. 

(5) Written description of the location, any identifiable landmarks of the 
compensatory mitigation project including information to locate the site 
perimeter(s), and coordinates of the mitigation site (expressed as latitude, 
longitudes, UTMs, state plane coordinate system, etc.). 

(6) Dates compensatory mitigation commenced and/or was completed 

(7) Short statement on whether the performance standards are being met 

(8) Dates of any recent corrective or maintenance activities conducted 
since the previous report submission 

(9) Specific recommendations for any additional corrective or remedial 
actions. 

b. Requirements (1 page): List the monitoring requirements and 
performance standards, as specified in the approved mitigation plan and 
special conditions of this permit, and evaluate whether the compensatory 
mitigation project site is successfully achieving the approved performance 
standards or trending towards success. A table is a recommended option 
for comparing the performance standards to the conditions and status of 
the developing mitigation site. 

c. Summary Data (maximum of 4 pages):  Summary data should be 
provided to substantiate the success and/or potential challenges 
associated with the compensatory mitigation project. Photo documentation 
may be provided to support the findings and recommendations referenced 
in the monitoring report and to assist the PM in assessing whether the 
compensatory mitigation project is meeting applicable performance 
standards for that monitoring period. Submitted photos should be 
formatted to print on a standard 8 ½” x 11” piece of paper, dated, and 
clearly labeled with the direction from which the photo was taken. The 
photo location points should also be identified on the appropriate maps. 

A-308



 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

-6-


d. Maps and Plans (maximum of 3 pages): Maps shall be provided to 
show the location of the compensatory mitigation site relative to other 
landscape features, habitat types, locations of photographic reference 
points, transects, sampling data points, and/or other features pertinent to 
the mitigation plan. In addition, the submitted maps and plans should 
clearly delineate the mitigation site perimeter(s).  Each map or diagram 
should be formatted to print on a standard 8 ½” x 11” piece of paper and 
include a legend and the location of any photos submitted for review. As-
built plans may be included. 

e. Conclusions (1 page): A general statement shall be included that 
describes the conditions of the compensatory mitigation project.  If 
performance standards are not being met, a brief explanation of the 
difficulties and potential remedial actions proposed by the Permittee or 
sponsor, including a timetable, shall be provided. The District 
Commander will ultimately determine if the mitigation site is successful for 
a given monitoring period. 

Please use these in Section 11, “Mitigation Monitoring”. 

k. 	 In Section 12, “Long Term Management”, please include a plan for the 
financing of the long-term management of the site. 

6. The following are comments about the UMAM scoring for this project.  	Please 
note that the Corps may have additional comments following review of 
information submitted in response to the mitigation comments above or in this 
section, or following a site visit of the mitigation area, if conducted. 

a. 	 The description of the ‘with’ conditions for Location and Landscape 
Support for both mitigation areas will be relatively isolated, yet the score of 
8 for this category is relatively high. Please either revise the scoring, or 
provide additional justification for the proposed score. 

b. Please provide a description of the ‘with’ conditions for Community 
Structure that describes each of the two mitigation areas, and supports the 
score of 8 for this category. 

c. 	 Please use the Corps’ time lag table, not the state table, for the t-factor: 
http://www.saj.usace.army.mil/Portals/44/docs/regulatory/sourcebook/Mitig 
ation/timelag%20table.pdf 
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d. Please provide justification for the proposed 3-year time lag for the marsh 
creation area to replace the lost wetland functions, especially considering 
the mangrove component for this mitigation area. 

e. 	 Please provide an explanation for the ‘risk’ score of 1.25, especially for the 
forested wetland mitigation. 

7. Please provide a copy of the issued Environmental Resource Permit for the 
proposed actions, as the water quality and coastal zone management 
compliance certification for the Corps review. 

8. Please note that because the Corps is a cooperating agency for the EIS for this 
project, the EIS process will need to be finalized, including the waiting period 
after the Final EIS is noticed in the Federal Register, before the Corps can 
prepare its decision document. 

The above information must be provided for us to complete our public interest review.  
Your application will be held in abeyance for 60 days pending receipt of your response. 
If we do not hear from you within 60 days, we will take final action on your Department 
of the Army permit application, based on the information presently available to us. 
Failure to provide project specific information will result in the Corps completing its 
application review with the information available, which may result in an unfavorable 
permit decision. 

You are cautioned that work performed below the mean high waterline or ordinary high 
waterline in waters of the United States, or the discharge of dredged or fill material into 
adjacent wetlands, without a Department of the Army permit could subject you to 
enforcement action. Receipt of a State permit does not obviate the requirement for 
obtaining a Department of the Army permit for the work described above prior to 
commencing work. 

Should you have any questions or comments regarding this request for additional
information, please contact the project manager, John Fellows at the letterhead  
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address, by phone at 813-769-7070, or by electronic mail at 
john.p.fellows@usace.army.mil. 

Sincerely, 

          for  
Kevin O’Kane 
Chief, Tampa Regulatory Section 

Copies Furnished: 

Tom Pride 
URS Corporation
(via electronic mail: tom.pride@urs.com) 

Darrien Carriere 
URS Corporation
(via electronic mail: daren.carriere@urs.com) 

Randall Overton 
USCG 
(via electronic mail: Randall.D.Overton@uscg.mil) 

Dr. David Rydene
NMFS - HCD 
(via electronic mail: david.rydene@noaa.gov) 

Peter Plage
USFWS 
(via electronic mail: peter_plage@fws.gov) 
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